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CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


THURSDAY, AUGUST 23, 1951 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES, 
IN THE Executive DeraRTMENTS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The special subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., in 
room 450, Old House Office Building, Hon. Henderson Lanham 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Lanham, Hardy, Brownson, and Bush. 

Also present: Ralph E. Casey, counsel, and Thomas Fleming, 
assistant counsel. 

Mr. Lanuam. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The purpose of this meeting is to investigate the advisability of 
the proposal of the Veterans’ Administration to move the Death 
Claims Section and the Insurance Section of certain of the District 
offices to Philadelphia. 

Of course, this subcommittee is concerned about whether or not 
the move is in the interest of economy and efficiency, first of all. If 
that is true, I think the subcommittee is not interested in any other 
collateral issues. However, if it does not appear that it is in the 
interest of efficiency and economy, then there will be collateral issues 
that we will want to investigate. 

I will ask Mr. Casey to call the witnesses in the order that he 
prefers. We would like, of course, to get through with the Govern- 
ment witnesses first. 

I will now ask Mr. Casey to take over. 

Mr. Casry. Major Clark of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Lanuam. Will you hold up your right hand. Do you swear 
that the evidence you shall give this subcommittee shall be the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Mr. Crark. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF MAJ. 0. W. CLARK, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, VET- 
ERANS’ ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY H. V. STIRLING, 
ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR IN CHARGE OF INSURANCE, AND 
E. 0. GARDNER 


Mr. Lanunam. If there are any Members of Congress who are pres- 
ent and would like to occupy the subcommittee members seats, we 
shall be very happy to have them come up and do so. 

Mr. Casey. Will you identify yourself for the record. 
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Mr. Criark. I am Deputy Administrator of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration. 

Mr. Casey. And would you introduce the two gentlemen with you. 

Mr. Cxiarx. The gentleman on my right is Mr. Stirling, the asgsist- 
ant administrator in charge of insurance, and the gentleman on my 
left is Mr. Gardner, one of Mr. Stirling’s assistants. 

Mr. Casry. Do you have a prepared statement ¢ 

Mr. Crark. I have. 

The Veterans’ Administration welcomes the opportunity to appear 
before your committee to answer any questions which any of the 
members may wish to raise concerning the decision of the Veterans’ 
Administration to consolidate the Boston, New York, Philadelphia 
and Richmond District Offices into one district office in Philadelphia. 

Early in 1942 the Veterans’ Administration feceived as a result of 
the outbreak of war a tremendous volume of applicatons for national 
service life insurance. Space and personnel were imposible to obtain 
in Washington where insurance certificates were issued and premium 
accounts established at that time. An initial increment of space was 
obtained in New York at 346 Broadway, and the policy issue, premium 
accounting, and part of the actuarial functions for national service 
life insurance were moved to that location in May 1942. 

Subsequent total mobilization as World War II progressed pro- 
duced such an enormous volume of applications for insurance that 
346 Broadway proved entirely inadequate to handle the work. Ad- 
ditional space was procured wherever possible and at the peak the 
New York branch of central office, which handled the functions men- 
tioned above with the adjudication of insurance death claims added, 
finally was housed in 12 buildings in downtown New York and space 
which was poorly suited to large clerical operations. 

Extremely rapid demobilization of 14 or 15 million members of the 
Armed Forces threw a burden on the New York branch of central] office 
which could not be handled on anything like a current basis in the 
available space or with available personnel. In most discharge cases 
the Veterans’ Administration was required to handle discontinuances 
of premium-paying allotments, dissemination of information to the 
veterans being dscharged, and in about one case in four direct re- 
mittances on a monthly basis to pay premiums. Decision was there- 
for made by the then Administrator, General Hines, to decentralize 
insurance work performed in New York to nine other locations. 
Before suitable locations could be found and the plan put into effect, 
General Hines was succeeded by General Bradley. 

Shortly after General Bradley took over as Administrator, he es- 
tablished 13 Veterans’ Administration branch offices in the cities 
where the present district offices are located. These branch offices 
were designed to serve as intermediate command posts between the 
central office and the Veterans’ Administration field installations of 
every type and to conduct insurance operations and the adjudication 
of death claims of all types for their respective areas of jurisdiction. 
Decentralization of insurance records to the thirteen branch offices 
was accomplished under a very tight schedule which allowed only 
a little more than a year for the identification, segregation and match- 
ing of some 20 million cases for delivery to the branch office having 
jurisdiction. 
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Mr. Lanuam. Do you mind being interrupted ? 

Mr. Crarxk. No. 

Mr. Lanuam. I would like to know what the districts were. Do 
you have that information with you / 

Mr. Crark. I think I have, Mr. Chairman. I do not have it right 
before me. You mean by name? 

Mr. Lanuam. Yes. 

Mr. Cuark. I think I can name them from memory—Boston, New 
York, Philadelphia, Richmond, Atlanta, Dallas, Columbus, Chicago, 
St. Paul, Denver, San Francisco, St. Louis, and Seattle. 

As a result of this accelerated schedule and other factors, different 
portions of the record in many individual cases became disassociated ; 
however, the work performed in the field is now on a current basis 
and virtually all records are where they belong. The transfer of 
records between offices to follow the moving veteran continues to be 
a problem and an expensive one. 

On February 1, 1949, the former branch offices were abolished. 
District offices were established to handle insurance matters and ad- 
judicate death claims, but without intermediate supervisory authority 
over other field installations in the area. That is the present organiza- 
tion except that in St. Paul ana Denver the district offices have been 
combined into centers with regional office activities. 

At the time of decentralization to the then 13 branch offices, it was 
realized that such a large number of field offices for operating purposes 
could not be justified as a permanent feature of the organization since 
operating costs on a decentralized basis are greatly in excess of those 
in a centralized operation. It was also realized, however, that the 
enormous volume of insurance then in an active or semiactive condi- 
tion could not be effectively handled in a single location even if a 
suitable building and adequate qualified personnel were available 
in the same location. The matter of eventual consolidation of district 
offices has been under active consideration since early 1948; however, 
space and personnel limitations have prevented any action of that 
nature prior to the time the present situation developed. 

At this point I would like to remind you that consolidation of in- 
surance operations in particular has been repeatedly urged by in- 
dividual Members of Congress and particularly by the House Appro- 
priations Committee and a subcommittee of the Committee on Expend- 
itures in the Federal Government of the House of Representatives. 

As a result of the passage of Public Law 23, nearly 1,000 insurance 
employees of the Veterans’ Administration were surplused in June 
1951 at Philadelphia from a unit set up at that point to handle the 
enormous volume of new applications for national service life in- 
surance received after the situation in Korea developed. At approxi- 
mately the same time the Bureau of the Census, having completed the 
work for which their Philadelphia office located in the Atwater Kent 
Building was established, relinquished some 240,000 square feet of 
space, making a total space available after the Ist of July 1951 ap- 
proximately 300,000 square feet. The labor market for office help is 
excellent in Philadelphia and no difficulty is being experienced in 
recruiting clerical personnel to assume the duties of those employees 
of the Boston, New York, and Richmond district offices who decline 
to transfer. Thus, the conditions required before the consolidation of 
district offices can be accomplished are ideally met in Philadelphia. 
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This consolidation will result in the abolishment of 372 positions in 
addition to cuts in personnel in the offices concerned necessitated by 
limitations in the appropriations for fiscal year 1952. These positions 
are mainly in the supervisory and administrative categories and bear 
total salaries of approximately $1,300,000 per yea 

Service to veterans and their dependents will not be adversely 
affected in any way by this consolidation except for a slight delay 
occasioned by the physical move. On the contrary, service will soon 
be much improved. There is no danger that records will become 
disassociated as all records will be picked up in the city in which 
they are now located and deposited in space already assigned in Phil- 
adelphia in exactly the same arrangement maintained at present. 
Nearly all business dealings of veterans or their dependents with the 
VA are conducted by mail and Philadelphia is within overnight mail 
delivery distance of all areas now serviced by the district offices to 
be consolidated. Actual integration of records and personnel of the 
four district offices into one office will be carefully and gradually 
accomplished, and it is expected that full consolidation will not be 
effected until the end of April 1952. 

It is interesting to note that the United States Government life- 
insurance functions for World War I veterans are on a centralized 
basis in Washington and we are receiving no criticism of the service 
being rendered to the policyholders or the beneficiaries. 

In planning this consolidation of offices, we have not at any time 
lost sight of the fact that moves of this nature must inevitably cause 
inconvenience and, in some cases, actual hardship to the employees 
concerned. It must be borne in mind, however, that most of the posi- 
tions now located in Boston, New York, and Richmond are not being 
abolished. All employees who desire to do so can transfer with their 
offices and, in most cases, will not suffer any loss in grade or salary 
although we are not at this time in a position to make commitments 
to certain supervisory personnel with respect to their eventual assign- 
ments. At this time it is not believed that employees who do not 
transfer will have any difficulty in obtaining employment elsewhere. 
Any adverse effect on the individual well-being of employees is sin- 
cerely regretted: however, it is my firm conviction that the proposed 
consolidation is of such importance that greater weight must be given 
to the other considerations involved, 

I wish also to point out that in addition to the supervisory and ad- 
ministrative positions to be abolished outright upon consolidation, 
others economies in operation will result from the consolidation. 
Larger operations permit the adoption of more effective procedures 
and “possibly mechanical procedures which would save personnel. No 
attempt has been made to estimate the amount of savings possible 
from that source, but there is no question whatever that such savings 
will be sizable indeed. 

Orders have already been issued to move the Richmond and Boston 
district offices starting shortly before the end of August, being com- 
pleted on or about September 24, 1951. The New York office will 
be moved during the month of October. 

The manager in Philadelphia was authorized on August 1, 1951, 
to recruit and train new personnel. On Angust 17, 1951, 215 had 
been employed and placed in training; 141 additional were committed 
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to report in August; and 213 in September. In the offices being 
closed, many employees who do not desire to transfer have already 
found other employment and have left the VA or have made com- 
mitments to report to new jobs immediately following transfer of 
the activities of the VA to Philadelphia. It is readily apparent that 
deferment of the proposed consolidation would be fraught with great 
administrative dangers. I trust, therefore, that you gentlemen will 
see fit to endorse this action by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs 
as being in the interest of efficiency and economy in government, 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you, Major Clark. Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casey. I understand it to be a basic premise that in connection 
with this move there will be no diminution in the service being ren- 
dered to veterans in connection with insurance matters and death 
claims? 

Mr. Ciark. That is true. 

Mr. Casey. There is a possible qualification. I understand that 
until the files are reassembled there may be some slight delay, just by 
reason of the physical move itself ¢ 

Mr. CiarKk. That is entirely possible, although we hope at the time 
of the move there will be no disassociation of the records, but there 
may be some delay in posting premiums. 

Mr. Casey. There was considerable disruption in the operations of 
the Veterans’ Administration in 1946 in connection with the decen- 
tralized move to New York: was there not / 

Mr. Ciark. There was at that time, because we were decentraliz- 
ing from 1 to 13 places. In this case we are centralizing from 3 to 1 
place. 

Mr. Casey. And is it not true also that records were lost during 
a 2-year period after 19464 

Mr. Crark. I do not remember any lost records. There were sev- 
eral disassociated. And for a time being were lost, but I feel sure 
those have all been adjusted at this time. 

Mr. Casey. How long was it, after the move in 1946, before these 
oflices were on a current basis / 

Mr. Cuark. I suspect 2 years. That would be my estimate. 

Mr. Casey. In fact, in the annual report of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration for 1948 the following statement appeared [reading] : 

sy the end of the year prompt service was being given on all types of appli- 
cations, Correspondence, and premium payments, except in those cases where 
the policyholder did not furnish full identifying information or it was neces- 
sary to assemble data from sources away from the office with which the veteran 
wis dealing. 

Would you care to comment on the significance of the last part of 
that statement ¢ 

Mr. Ciark. We had, as I remember, approximately 300,000 pieces 
of mail which we could not identify at one time. That is referred to 
as the unidentified correspondence. 

With regard to your other question, perhaps Mr. Stirling can answer 
that more accurately than I can, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Srirtine. Mr. Casey, as I understand your question, we vere 
having some trouble at that time, although I was not part of the 
Insurance organization. 

Just recently being appointed the Assistant Administrator on June 
1 of this vear. 
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In identifying certain remittances with folders I would like to say 
that in regard to that right now that during the period of July 16 to 
the 31st we had about 48,000 of the so-called unidentified and unap- 
plied remittances throughout our 13 district offices. 

Mr. Casey. How many? 

Mr. Sriruine. About 48,000. At the time that Major Clark was 
talking about I think it was higher than 300,000. 

Mr. Garpner. At one point it was 1,800,000. 

Mr. Srirtinc. So that we believe, Mr. Casey, that our offices today 
are in excellent condition so far as insurance is concerned. 

Mr. Cassy. They are operating efficiently ? 

Mr. Stimirna. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Are they operating economically / 

Mr. Strruine. As economically as they can in four offices, yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Do you feel in your mind that it would increase the 
economy of the operations to centralize these four offices into one in 
Philadelphia ? 

Mr. Srirurnc. I honestly do, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Major, in connection with this move, I think you said 
that it had been under study in a general way since 1948, but that space 
and personnel difficulties had more or less blocked it; is that so ¢ 

Mr. Crark. That is true. 

Mr. Casey. What specific study has been made in recent months 
preceding the announcement of this move to Philadelphia ? 

Mr. CiarK. Well, preceding the announcement of the move to Phila- 
delphia the Administrator asked some of his assistants to give this 
subject careful study and consideration, and as a result of this study 
the Administrator decided to make this move. Does that answer your 
question ¢ 

Mr. Casey. No,sir. Has it been given careful study and considera- 
tion since 1948 ¢ 

Mr. Ciark. Not continuous, but from time to time. 

Mr. Casey. What prompted the recent effort to make a careful 
study of the move? 

Mr. Crark. I think the thing that prompted us, in addition to our 
own belief that we could function more economically in one place, was 
the repeated questioning from the Bureau of the Budget and the Sub- 
committee on Appropriations in the House of Representatives about 
why we did not consolidate those offices, and to a much fewer number 
of offices. 

Mr. Casey. When was the specific detail of the move agreed upon, 
that is, with respect to Boston, New York, and Richmond being con- 
solidated into the Philadelphia office ? 

Mr. Criark. July 24, 

Mr. Casey. I mean what has been done prior to that time to decide 
that Philadelphia was the proper office into which to consolidate the 
other three ? 

Mr. Ciarkx. The Administrator appointed a committee of Assistant 
Administrators to study the proposition, to see if it was possible and 
if they would recommend a consolidation of other offices into the space 
in the Philadelphia office building. 

Mr. Casey. When was that committee appointed ? 

Mr. Cuark. May or June, I am not sure of the date. 
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Mr. Casey. When did it first come to your attention that there would 
be space available in Philadelphia ? 

Mr. Ciark. We knew that there would be space in that building 
available when the Census Bureau moved into the space in the Atwater 
Kent Building, because their agreement with us was that when they 
finished their job, which was estimated to be sometime during the 
spring of the present year, that they would move out, so that we could 
have the space returned for our use. 

Mr. Casey. Then you knew some 18 to 20 months ago that that space 
would be available in July of this year ? 

Mr. Crark. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. Yet it was not until the hearings before the independent 
rk poem Committee this year that you actually made a specific 
study with respect to the move to Philadelphia ¢ 

Mr. CLark. No, I think we have considered that from time to time 
on several occasions. 

Mr. Casey. No committee was appointed until May or June of this 
year? 

Mr. Criark. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. I would like to inquire right there whether considera- 
tion was given prior to that time, by whom it was given, and to what 
extent was it given. 

Mr. Ciark. We had in mind the possibility of using that space. 

Mr. Harpy. What do you mean by “we” ¢ 

Mr. Criark. The Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Harpy. Who is “we”—you, or you and Mr. Stirling, you and 
General Gray ? 

Mr. Ciark. The Administrator. 

Mr. Harpy. The Administrator ? 

Mr. Ciark. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. You had in mind a possibility of doing it, but do you 
know the extent to which consideration was given to it? 

Mr. Ciark. Mr. Stirling informs me that he can perhaps give you 
a better—accurate information. 

Mr. Lanuam. Mr. Stirling, will you please be sworn? The evidence 
you shall give the committee in this investigation shall be the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Stirira. I do, sir. 

ae Lanuam. Do you want to question Mr. Stirling now, Mr. 
Hardy? 

Mr. Harpy. I just thought it might be a good idea. I prefer that 
Major Clark answer such questions as he can, but I realize that he will 
need to rely on his assistants. 

Mr. Lannam. Do you want to put Mr. Stirling on directly? 

Mr. Harpy. No, I do not think so. He can just answer right where 
he is. If he can just shed a little light on this question that Mr. Casey 
started with the major, it will help. I would like to know just what 
consideration has been given to this move, by whom it has been given, 
and over how long a period of time. In other words, what I am trying 
to get at is: Is this a haphazard proposition concocted without very 
much deliberation? That is putting it very bluntly. I have reason 
to believe that that is the case. And if it is not, I would like to know 
what the information is about it. 
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Mr. Srirtine. I would like to assure Congressman Hardy and the 
committee that such is not the case. The records show that the Admin- 
istrator instructed the former Assistant Administrator for insurance 
over a period of time to give very careful consideration to the possibil- 
ity of combining 13 district offices into X number of district offices. 

In January of this year the former Assistant Administrator for 
Insurance made a recommendation to the Administrator recommend- 
ing that the 13 district offices be reduced to 6, showing a saving of a 
considerable sum of money, and that was presented to the Adminis- 
trator. 

Mr. Casry. Where were the six offices to be located / 

Mr. Stirurne. As I recall, they were Philadelphia, Atlanta, Colum- 
bus, Fort Snelling, which is St. Paul, Dallas, and Denver. 

Mr. Harpy. That was the recommendation of Mr. Breining? 

Mr. Srirting. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Was that based upon a personal study made by Mr. 
Breining or was it made on the basis of a study prepared for him, 
carried on by some subordinates ? 

Mr. Srirtine. It was a study made by persons that were designated 
by Mr. Breining, one of whom is in the room today, who is now man- 
ager of the Richmond office, Mr. Trinkle. 

Mr. Harpy. Do we have any of the working papers from that group 
which could be made available to the subcommittee / 

Mr. Srirtinc. I do not have the working papers here, sir, but we 
have in our office over in the other building the recommendations made 
by the Assistant Administrator to the Administrator. 

Mr. Harpy. I am somewhat interested in knowing the background 
of this, to try to determine what actual consideration has been given 
and by whom it has been given. I am also interested in hearing these 
repeated assertions that economies will be made and greater efficiency 
will be developed. I am especially interested in these things in the 
view of the statement by Major Clark a moment ago to the effect that 
they did not anticipate abolishing very many positions. If they are 
not going to abolish any positions, how will you save any money ¢ 

Mr. Sriruine. I do not quite understand the statement because we 
do intend to abolish about three-hundred-and-some-odd. 

Mr. Harpy. Maybe I misunderstood Major Clark, but even on the 
basis that you are going to abolish that number of positions—how 
many positions did you say? 

Mr. Ciark. Three hundred and seventy-two. 

Mr. Harpy. What percent is that of the total number ? 

Mr. Striruina. A littie less than 10 percent. 

Mr. Garpner. A little less than 10 percent. 

Mr. Harpy. You have a total then of something over 3,000 employees 
in the four offices 4 

Mr. Sriruinc. I can give you those figures. 

In the four offices on the rolls as of May 31 there were 3,499. 

Mr. Harpy. Just a little under 10 percent / 

Mr. Sriruine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. In what grades would those positions fall; are they 
the lower grades or the higher grades ? 

Mr. SriruinG. To give you some idea of what those jobs are, speak- 
ing, for instance 
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Mr. Casey. Before you get to that, are you sure you have the right 
figure there / 

Mr. Ciark. Three hundred and seventy-two. 

Mr. Casey. I mean the total number of the people in the four offices. 

Mr. Srirtina. I am using a figure of May 31. You may have a more 
current figure than that. 

Mr. Casey. What is the figure for May 314 

Mr. Srirtinc. The one that I have here is 3,499, 

Mr. Casry. Your press release of July 27 said that you had 3,090 in 
the three offices to be eliminated. I know there are almost 1,200 peo- 
ple in the Philadelphia office. 

Mr. Sriruinc. I am sorry, sir. I am quoting imsurance only and, 
therefore, the figure that I should use against that figure for the reduc- 
tion in insurance is 195 of the 374 that would come out of our insur- 
ance organization. 

Mr. Harpy. You will lose 195 out of your 3,400-and-some-odd ¢ 

Mr. Sriruimc. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. That reduces your percentage considerably. Now let 
us take a look at the grades which these people hold. 

Mr. SrirtinG. In insurance 

Mr. Casey. Before you get to that, is this a revised figure since your 
press release of July 274 

Mr. Srirvine. It is. 

Mr. Casey. What was the figure on July 27 on this insurance prop- 
osition ¢ 

Mr. Gfarpner. One hundred and ninety-five. 

Mr. Srirtinc. We have not revised our insurance figure at all. 

Mr. Casey. There is a revision in the other figure ¢ 

Mr. Sriruinc. The difference comes in the other offices in the organ- 
ization which are not insurance units. 

Mr. Harpy. To get back to where I was, I would like to know what 
the grades are and what functions are performed by these people 
which you intend to eliminate. 

Mr. Srirtine. Directors of insurance service, we would surplus 
three; assistant directors, three; chiefs of disability claims di- 
visions, three; medical consultants, three; assistant directors, four. 
Those grades are grades 14, 13, 13, 13. Assistant to director GS-12. 
We would surplus four. GS-12, Chief of Premium Accounting Di- 
vision, three. GS-12, Chief Underwriting Division, three. GS-12, 
Chief of Insurance Medical Section, three. And on down the line. 
And those jobs—we have them all listed here which we can put into 
the record. 

Mr. Harpy. I think it would be a good idea if you would submit 
those for the record. 

Mr. Lanuam. They will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(‘The list referred to is as follows:) 





88916—51 2 
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Positions to be abolished on consolidation in Philadelphia by organization 
INSURANCE SERVICE 








Director ie 
Assistant Director _ a 
Chief, Disability Insurance C laims Division _. 
Medical consultant oO SGEE R'E Pe FOR PILE TA EFT R, 
Assistant to director el SE Se 
Chief, Premium Accounting Division ___----___- 
Chief, Underwriting Division _....-...-..-----. 
Chief, Insurance Medical Section Bs 
Chief, Disability Determination Section 
Medical member salt 
| Assist nt Chief, Premium Ace: yunting Division : 
Assistant Chief, Underwriting Division ___----_- 
Chief, Premium AeA A. Section - oe 
Trai” ing officer ‘ > 
Admin istrative assist wnt . 
_.| Assistant Chief, Premium Accounting Section _ 
| Chief, Issue and Charge Section. ____ 7 
| Admiristrative assistant E 
| Chief, Correspondence Section 
Chief, Ser: ice Section, P. A. D 
| Chief, Collections Unit : 
Assistant Chief, Issue and C he arge Section 
Chief, Service Section, D. I. C. 
Assistant Chief, sone eS meth ‘Giadion 
Superviser, Correspondence Unit 
| Assistant Chief, Service Section, P. A. D 
--| Supervisor, Collections Unit . 
Supery isor, Charge and Voucher U nit 
Supervisor, Adjustment and Refund Unit 
Assistant Supervisor, Correspondence Unit 
Supervisor, Stenographie and Typing Unit 
Assistant Supervisor, Collections Unit. ...--- 
..| Surervisor, Collections Group = 
_| Chief, Service Section, Underwriting Division 
| Secretarv ae canaelianetensdusasineee - ivan 
Budget clerk_ ue SEE ee VES eS ERS COR 
| Supervisor, Stenographic U Tit” 
Assistant Suvervisor, Adjustment and Refund Unit 
Supervisor, Unanplied Remittance Unit - 
Assistant Supervisor, Stenographic and Typing Unit_. 
Supervisor, Addressograph Unit 
Assistant Supervisor, Collection Group. --........-.......-.-.-----.- 
Assistant Chief, Service Section REGS er” 
Supervisor, Preliminary Overation Unit 
Supervisor, Stenographic Unit 
Statistical and reports clerk 
Secretary 
Special service clerk __ 
Assistant Supervisor, ‘Addressograph Unit 
Supervisor, Reconciliation ets : 
Clerks... _- 
SE aE RE RIE a OES fea RS LE ee ne .| 
Stenographer ‘ 
Typist- 
—? Supervisor, Reconciliation Group 
ler 





SWI WC WOW moscow OO 


Co So to WH to to 


WWI WwWWwiwrmwwe 


x) 


SN wNR Ow Kw 








| 766, 450 
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Positions to be abolished on consolidation in Philadelphia by organization—Con. 
CONTACT AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES, ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION 











Grade Title Number | Amount 
GS-9_____....| Chief, division _ __ Anning anpianiiicni 4 $18, 400 
SR I eae eae was 4 | 16, 800 
as-7 | Chief, section i PoE ORE CREED F 0S tO eee 5 | 19, 125 
GS | Assistant chief, section.___--___- EE ee 1 3, 450 
Gs _| Supervisor, unit é é ndcniahnatieton wees . 12 34, 500 
Gs__.. | Secretary...-.......-.-. URE REET TY PORE: 2 5, 750 
Gs-3 _...| Supervisor, unit : : iosptadircieioaian pete 9 23, 850 
G8-3. . ...----/ Assistant supervisor, unit ue eae ae 3 7,950 
GS-3 ....| Clerk-typist ow . enact 2; 5,300 
GS-3._.._--..| Clerk-stenographer.__-- Racine ES § SEER sieie 2 5, 300 
Gs-3 | Telephone operator. __-__---------- nl AcDchis gh vipnhdbicelichocunia | 3 | 7, 950 
Gs-3 | Clerk - SRE SE SEs Tam A A ES RS | 7 | 18, 550 
GS-2_.......-| Clerk-stenographer__- pti eb doe wanes ioenepeonsaal 2) 4, 900 
GS-2... = -| Clerk caries _—" — bam a / | 20 | 49, 000 
cPC+ | Messenger supervisor : fate ks ETP eset ES a 4 | 9, 800 
CPC-s.......| Messenger... ..-.... aia lela oh eS Ee 16 | 36, 032 
CPC-2 otk ell et needlic ihn nig eee datnictlinciaeaannioenlts seanihssalpsligasdh 12 25, 440 


108 _ 292, 097 


Additional positions: 


GS-11... | Chief, division . tibet : 25. Ro os 1 5, 400 
GS8-10_ __- Assistant chief, division ‘ oF ccs 1 5, 000 
G8-2. nie Clerk-typist_. = Se poieais 1 2, 450 
CPC-5. .....-| Messenger supervisor. Fe cis ; vidi Talented 1 2, 674 
Se ees OTE ct a 

—4| —15, 524 

i —<—— => — = 

Total... Pe AEs NET CS « OOS ENE NE tr ‘ 104 | 276, 573 


CLAIMS SERVICE 


























SAO EE SR eee 8 Re Re cee D 2 $15, 200 
GS-12__._....| Member, Dependents Pension Board (medical) _ A ite capes 1 | 6, 400 
GS-12. Member, Dependents Pension Board (legal) segigrepenionavabensl 3 19, 200 
GS-12 Obtel, Givitem . . 0.0. -656..550:. ia IES AEE SS 2 12, 800 
GS-12. _......| Chief, Adjucating Section. PSE EN CER ON AE SS CES. cae 1 | 6, 400 
GS-5... ...-| Secretary CER Els £2 Ak eer Fee Ee 2 6, 200 
GS-5. _...| Chief, Claims Records Section... ..-.-..----------------------------| 1 | 3, 100 
GS_. .| Secretary Satie alain ETD 5s Bie Pe SS ot SCARS 5 14, 375 
GS+___. (ESL SSN LEED ET LE LE LEI CEI TE 6 17, 250 
ere ae eae 2 5, 750 
Gs-3 .-.-| Clerk... =). SLR SI Ae so BO SE AEA WS BA | 3 7, 950 
> APRESS PO LET RR LESLIE YS Ee 7 | 18, 550 
Gl cn accemalace Ges cthbenes LE OEE EP PS SEE ENE Le ee 2 4, 900 
Total .._!..- socalled o-astesbiaieednd nalinaatgst*daltisiuanintnan ceanpapiaseapiatmicperebemiatatiadl 37 138, 075 
CONSTRU CTION, SUPP bean AND REAL ESTAT E 
eS Supply RSIS ES Ee Se See ee bo AE 1 $3, 825 
2 Chief, Procurement = a anaa gaan Sele, Smee tras sé ‘ 1 3, 100 
Gs-4 mae eee ce oR > Te 1 2, 875 
ie eee Assistant Chief, Property 4 Accounts._____-- 1 | 2, 875 
GS-3 a | Clerk aaae iniiwnee ol 7 | 18, 550 
J ees | Stenographer. ARATE 2 ea SSS ae 1 | 2, £0 
Re, osu ar Sa LIS, BP SET EL EOS 1 | 2, 450 
GS-2_. it ° Jab Sea eae Rin Sig td ee PRES 1 | 2, 450 
CPC-3 Warehouseman._-..-...........-.----------- é 3 | 6, 756 
Total_- nletipditees bbpdiglieethapdibviitigubbndinthiineacéthbnbiivievedsesboney } 17 45, 631 
OFFICE OF FINANCE 
| 

GS8-12__......| Finance officer. ...........--- ; Se PE Bee ae 2 | $12, 800 
GS-8 Chief, section OES BE EE A Ne et = EA AY 2 8, 400 
G8-7...... ES SEE OLD LITLE OEE REET TEES SO 2 | 7, 650 
GS-7_.. A | A le NS lle ATER SRS. rie 2| 7, 650 
Te. camels | Seeretary BREE BORE eS ot ihe 2 | 5, 630 
GS-3... ane | ee ee ee 2 | 5, 300 
j ese EFS nk 

Total_._|_- Sees Toe Lic Ue ee ee eee ove Rae be Serel! 2 47, 430 
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Positions to be abolished on consolidation in Philadelphia by organization—Con. 
OFFICE OF PERSONNEL 





| 
Grade Title |N umber | | Amount 


G8-11_. _..| Personne] assistant 
GS-10. _. ; . do 
GS-7 ...---| Nurses 
GS-6. ........| Appointment clerk 
GS-4 a do 


| 
| 
| 
j 
| 


Total 


Mr. Harpy. Can you tell us how many of those 195 who are in the 
Insurance Division are in travel status ? 

Mr. Sriruine. None of those, sir, as I understand it. Is that true / 

Mr. Garpner. None of them is in travel status. 

Mr. Casey. How many will be in travel status when the offices 
are moved ¢ 

Mr. Garpner. None of them. 

Mr. Srirtina. I do not know what he means “in travel status.” 

Mr. Casey. Is it not a fact that, for example, in the Boston office 
10 of the top positions will be put on a per diem basis for 30 days and 
moved to Philadelphia ? 

Mr. Sriruine. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Casey. That is a travel status. 

Mr. Sriruine. That is a temporary travel status. 

Mr. Casry. And itis a possibility that that 30-day per diem period 
will be extended from time to time until those people are either co- 
ordinated into the organization or eliminated ¢ 

Mr. Srirting. That is possible but not probable, sir. 

Mr. Casey. It is so stated in the order which you sent to the various 
district offices; is it not ? 

Mr. Srirtinc. We believe that in top-level jobs that we can make, 
so far as insurance is concerned, a decision within a reasonable 
period of time. 

Mr. Casry. How long? 

Mr. Srircine. I might say off the record that the Budget people are 
sitting right back here listening to everything I am saying. They 
are going to hold us to it. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a good idea 

Mr. Sriruine. They will hold ustothat. I might say that the GAO 
are here, too. 

Mr. Harpy. We keep them around. 

Mr. Srirtrnc. I would be willing to say in 30 days, so far as insur- 
ance is concerned. 

Mr. Casty. The prospect now is that the supervisory personnel 
who would be put temporarily on a per diem basis in Philadelphia 
will be eliminated within 30 days after their respective offices have 
been moved to Philadelphia ‘ 

Mr. Srirurne. I think so. 

Mr. Casey. In what grades are the district managers from these 
offices / 

Mr. Srirvinc. I think they are No. 14, Mr. Casey. I am not sure, 
but I think they are 14. 
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Mr. Harpy. I want to get back to my question. What is the amount 
of money involved in the salaries of these 195 people whom you will 
cut off 

Mr. Sriruine. $766,450. 

Mr. Harpy. $766,450 ¢ 

Mr. Sriruime. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Have you made a computation of your increased cost 
of travel after your consolidation / 

Mr. Striruinc. So far as I am concerned, there would be no increased 
cost of travel. 

Mr. Harpy. Let us be realistic, Mr. Stirling. You know very well 
that you are not going to be able to operate with as little travel as you 
have now after the new office has been established. You will have 
then distances scattered from the top of Maine down to the end of the 
area covered by the Richmond office. 

Mr. Cuark. There is no traveling of that kind, Mr, Hardy, any- 
where now or in the new office in Philadelphi: L. 

Mr. Harpy. There is no travel in connection with this? 

Mr. Ciark. That is, with the district office operations, except the 
supervision that they may receive from the central office. 

Mr. Stiruing. Washington to Philadelphia only. 

Mr. Harpy. Let us see if we understand that. You cannot tell me 
there will not be additional travel imposed on somebody, because of 
centralizing these offices in one spot. Whether or not that super- 
vision is performed by people in Philadelphia, operating out of your 
oflices, or whether it is performed by some other branch or some other 
activitv of the Veterans’ Administration, there is going to be addi- 
tional travel. 

Mr. Ciark. There is no travel in the district office now, Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. Who performs the travel incident to servicing the in- 
surance and dealing with the contact offices scattered around ¢ 

Mr. Ciark. We do not have any travel of that character. 

Mr. Harpy. Maybe that is the trouble; maybe that is why I get so 
many complaints about these insurance policies. There will be no 
increased travel involved in the consolidation at Philadelphia ? 

Mr. Cuark. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. Then are you telling this committee that you will save 
$766,450; that that will represent a net saving / 

Mr. Srinuina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a higher figure than I heard before. 

Mr. Lanuam. I believe Major Clark testified a while ago that the 
total saving would be $1,300,000. 

Mr. Cxiark. That is correct. 

Mr. Lanuam. How «lo you arrive at the difference ? 

Mr. Ciark. Mr. Stirling refers to the 195 positions in insurance. 
The total of 372 positions represents a saving of $1,300,000 per annum. 
The difference in positions are those made up of other categories who 
are in the district offices. 

Mr. Lanuam. You are moving the entire district office and not 
the insurance section only ¢ 

Mr. Criark. That is correct. 

Mr. Casey. The handling of death claims is the only function per- 
formed in the district offices ¢ 
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Mr. Crark. There are certain servicing operations such as personnel 
and administrative services, supply. Our estimated savings in the 
administrative services alone—those are the employees who handle 
files, mail, records, and so forth—is a large part of this 372 estimated 
savings. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have it broken down as to how many of the 178 
other personnel would include those performing work dealing with 
death claims? 

Mr. Cuiark. Mr. Stirling has the figures. 

Mr. Sriruing. I can give you the difference between the 195 and the 
372 broken down by the units of organization, the number and the 
amount of money. Is that what you wish? 

Mr. Casey. Yes. 

Mr. SrietinG. For construction, supply and real estate, there would 
be 17 jobs; salaries, $45,531. 

Oftice of personnel in the district offices, seven ; salaries, $27,250. 

Claims service, 37 positions, $138,075. 

Contact and administrative services, Administrative Division, 104, 
$276,573. 

Mr. Casey. Let us stop at that one. How did you describe that? 

Mr. Stirring. That is the Administrative Division in these district 
offices. 

Mr. Casey. You will not require any more administrative people 
in Philadelphia ? 

Mr. Srirtine. I do not know whether I can say that, Mr. Casey. 
Mr. Curtiss, our Assistant Administrator in charge of that service, 
is here. Major Clark may prefer to have him answer that question. I 
cannot answer it, sir. 

Mr. Casey. I would like to have the question answered right now. 

Mr. Crark. Mr. Curtiss is the man in charge if you will call him. 

Mr. Casey. Will you come forward, please. 

Mr. Lanuam. Hold up your right hand. The evidence you shall 
give this committee in this investigation shall be the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Curtiss. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF CHARLES L. CURTISS, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR 
OF CONTACT ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES, VETERANS’ ADMIN- 
ISTRATION , 


Mr. Casey. What is your title, Mr. Curtiss? 

Mr. Curtiss. Assistant Administrator of Contact Administrative 
Services. 

Mr. Casry. Are you in direct charge of the contact administrative 
services in each of these district offices ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Do you contemplate that the elimination of these posi- 
tions and these salaries can be affected without any compensating in- 
crease in the positions and salaries at Philadelphia ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Well, what we do, we eliminate all of the jobs, of 
course, in three offices, and add a few more at Philadelphia for a net 
saving of about 104. 

Mr. Casey. So, this 104 figure is a net figure ? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is a net saving. 
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Mr. Harpy. Wait a minute. What is the difference between 104 
and 195? 

Mr. Curtiss. The 104, sir, is the administrative angle. I believe 
the 195 was insurance; was it not ? 

Mr. Ciark. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. You will have a net saving in your administrative end 
of 104; will you? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. Build up that net figure, so that I can get the gross in 
there and the added personnel at Philadelphia. 

Mr. Curriss. Yes. At the present time we have a consolidated total 
strength of 371, and we expect to need 262 for a total saving of 109. 
That includes 5 additional people in addition to the 104. The sav- 
ings amount to $307,816, based on an average salary, or $291,473 based 
on the base salary. It depends on what you use. 

Mr. Casey. Do these contact people perform some work in con- 
nection with both death claims and insurance ? 

Mr. Curtiss. They do. 

Mr. Casey. What, essentially, do they do? 

Mr. Curtiss. They receive and dispatch mail and perform all mes- 
senger service. They run the general records which are the over- 
all 

Mr. Ciark. Pardon me. Mr. Casey asked about what your contact 
personnel did; did he not? 

Mr. Curtiss. We have no contact personnel there. These are ad- 
ministrative personnel. 

Mr. Harpy. Let us find out what they do. 

Mr. Curtiss. They run the telecommunication; that is, telephones 
and teletype and so forth. They take care of all publications, blank 
forms. They handle the index to establish the identity of veterans. 
They handle the receipt and dispatch and routing of all mail. They 
handle the transfer in and out of all folders. And the control of 
the XC folders on death claims, and they run the tabulating machine 
section. 

Mr. Harpy. One of the functions you listed as operating teletype 
machines. With whom are these teletype machines hooked up? 

Mr. Curtiss. The Army net. 

Mr. Harpy. Are you not having to have some of these administra- 
tive things done in your regional offices / 

Mr. Curtiss. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. And is not this transfer going to make it necessary to 
have additional people in other offices? 

Mr. Curtiss. No. At Philadelphia, yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Not at Philadelphia. Let us take the situation in Vir- 
ginia, for the moment. Are you not going to have additional people 
at Roanoke by virtue of having consolidated this? 

Mr. Curtiss. No. We are not: no. sir. 

Mr. Casry. The service to the veterans in these areas will not suffer. 

Mr. Curtiss. Not at all. 

Mr. Harpy. Will there be any additional travel cost in connection 
with administrative activities? 

Mr. Curtiss. There is none. 

Mr. Harpy. No travel involved there? 
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Mr. Curriss. There will be the transportation, of course, to Phila- 
delphia; that is all. 

Mr. Harpy. What will it do to the communications cost, increasing 
that? 

Mr. Curtiss. There will be a substantial saving. 

Mr. Harpy. A saving in communications ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. How do you account for that ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Well, to begin with, in New York we will save ap- 
proximately $15,000 annually. It now costs us $1,250 a month for 
the district office. 

Mr. Harpy. What are you cutting out in the way of communica- 
tions? 

Mr. Curtiss. That represents the switchboard, local and toll calls, 
telephone instruments, tie-lines, and one teletypewriter circuit. 

At Richmond it will be the release of telephone service, including 
switchboard, toll and loeal calls, telephone instruments and tie-line 
to Washington, serving the district office and costing approximately 
$1,333 per month, 

Mr. Casry. You had a $15,000 figure for New York. 

Mr. Curtiss. Fifteen thousand dollars. 

Mr. Casey. What is the figure for Richmond ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Sixteen thousand dollars. 

Mr. Harpy. Richmond has a higher communications cost than New 
York—they are doing fine. 

I am going to ask about that. 

Mr. Curtiss. The major says it is $16,000 for the year and $15,000 
for the year. 

Mr. Harpy. The $16,000 was Richmond ? 

Mr. Currtiss. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. The $15,000 was New York? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. That is just a little bit surprising to me. I thought our 
folks in Virginia operated less expensively than they would in a big 
metropolitan area like New York. 

Mr. Curtiss. The Boston figure is a discontinuance of that portion 
of the combined district office and regional office telephone service, in- 
cluding switchboard, telephone instruments, local and toll calls now 
used by the district oflice at approximately $1,415 per month, for a 
total of $17,000 a year. 

Mr. Casry. Are you not going to have to move some of your regional 
people in Boston into the office being vacated by the district office? 

Mr. Curtiss. No. We will, however, at Philadelphia, have an in- 
creased operating cost of approximately $1,000 per month, or a total 
of $12,000, 

Mr. Harpy. You are going to add on $12,000 to your administrative 
costs. Is that total administrative cost ? 

Mr. Curtiss. No: I am speaking of communications only. 

Mr. LAannam. What is the net saving? 

Mr. Currtss. Thirty-six thousand dollars on telecommunications. 

Mr. Casey. Is not the Veterans’ Administration Regional Office at 
1 Court Street in Boston to be moved into that space being vacated, 
part of the space? 

Mr. Curtiss. I could not say, sir. I do not know. 
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Mr. Casey. I thought you answered that nobody from the regional 
office would be moved into the district-office space ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. So far as I know, they are not. 

Mr. Casey. Have you been furnished with the estimates by the 
General Services Administration on the savings in the space rent, 
utilities, as the result of this move ? 

Mr. Curtiss. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. With respect to these figures which you have just given 
us concerning all of these communications savings, when were they 
compiled ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. They were compiled in the last 30 days. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you be a little more specific—within the last 3 days? 

Mr. Curtiss. No. Sometime prior to July 27. 

Mr. Harpy. Prior to July 27% 

Mr. Curtiss. That is correct. 

Mr. Casey. How much increase will there be in communications 
service in the Philadelphia office ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. One thousand dollars a month. 

Mr. Casry. How is that broken down ? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is practically all telephones. 

Mr. Casry. Additional toll charges? 

Mr. Curtiss. Additional telephones, yes. 

Mr. Harpy. That is local telephones? 

Mr. Curtiss. It would incluide—— 

Mr. Harpy. A branch switchboard ? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. How about your long-distance tolls? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is all included. 

Mr. Harpy. All included ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. | cannot quite figure this out. Just wait a minute. 
That is all included in your costs in Richmond and all included in 
your cost in Boston and in New York? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And your total figure there for those three offices was 
how much? 

Mr. Curtiss. For the three offices was $60,000. 

Mr. Harpy. That is $5,000 a month and that included local service 
and toll charges ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. And tie lines. 

Mr, Harpy. And tie lines? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. I think that we ought to have an explanation, either 
from the Veterans’ Administration or from the telephone company or 
from somebody as to how in the world you can save $5,000 or $4,000 
a month which you say you will save on these charges when you are 
bound to increase your toll services, because you are going to cover 
longer distances, unless you will eliminate a lot of your calls. 

Mr. Curtiss. We have already in Philadelphia a large operating 
force on telecommunications. 

Mr. Harpy. You mean to tell us then that you have been operating 
inefficiently in Philadelphia and already had more than you needed ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Not at all. In the consolidated office you can operate 
much cheaper on one large board than you can half a dozen small ones. 
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Mr. Harpy. That is just as preposterous to me as that you are going 
to operate with three times the volume of business, add that to what 
you already have, by taking these three offices and do it all for less 
than anyone could do it before. That is almost incomprehensible. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is not exactly the picture. 

Mr. Harpy. That is the only way I can figure it. You will do it 
for less per month than it costs in either Boston or New York. You 
will handle all three for an additional cost which is less than what it 
costs to handle either of them. 

Mr. Curtiss. We have at Philadelphia now a present operating cost 
of $1,000 a month. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you mean to tell me the Philadelphia office—— 

Mr. Lanuam. Let him answer, please. I would like to hear the 
answer. 

Mr. Curtiss. On the district office side we have a combined opera- 
tion in Philadelphia on the telecommunications—-we have a district 
oftice—we have a regional office there now. The teletype net control 
station or relay point, as we call it, is already there. That is a large 
portion of your expense. 

The major additional cost in Philadelphia will be the telephones 
in the district office. That will add the other $1,000 a month up there. 
In other words, you have your tieline. You have your relay center 
there now. There*is no additional cost for that. The additional 
cost is for telephone instruments mainly. 

Mr. Lannam. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Harpy. I give up. 

Mr. Casey. Have you taken into consideration any possible in- 

‘ease in the communications services at the various regional offices? 

Mr. Curtiss. No; because they are not concerned with this move. 

Mr. Casey. They are not concerned with this move. Let us take 
the situation of the regional office in the New England area where now 
they put through a long-distance call to the Washington office and 
will have to call Philadelphia after this move. Has that been taken 
into consideration ? 

Mr. Curtiss. It has not, no. 

Mr. Casey. That should be taken into consideration, should it not? 

Mr. Curtiss. We have no way of determining what they will do 
along that line. 

Mr. Casey. Is it not true that in the Boston area, 46 percent of the 
veterans in the New England district are located in the State of 
Massachusetts ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I do not know exactly. I presume it would be. 

Mr. Casey. Is it not also true that a good portion of that 46 percent 
is located in and around the city of Boston ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I would think so. 

Mr. Casey. So that in the Boston area, at least, when a contact is 
made with the regional office, which I understand to be the local office, 
and a question arises in connection with a file in the district office, 
it merely necessitates a local telephone call to the district office to 
resolve the difficulty ? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. And that henceforth any contacts made with the re- 
gional office which raise questions requiring resolution by resort to 
the files must be done by telephone call to the Philadelphia office? 
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Mr. Curtiss. If it is a bad case; yes. Otherwise, you use the tele- 
type or a letter. 

Mr. Casey. Are you aware of the number of contacts made at the 
regional offices with respect to insurance and death-claim matters ? 

Mr. Curtiss. We have it in the office. I do not have it with me. 

Mr. Lannam. I am going to interrupt at this point and ask Sena- 
tor Ives if he has a statement which he would like to make. We would 
be glad to have you do so. 


STATEMENT OF HON. IRVING M. IVES, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Senator Ives. I appreciate very much this opportunity to meet 
with your committee this morning. It is very generous of you. We 
over in the Senate who are affected by this same situation are as 
interested as you in the House who are affected by it. 

I wonder if I might ask a few questions. I will take very little 
time. There are one or two questions that I would like to ask Major 
Clark. 

It so happens, Mr. Chairman, that on the 9th of this month four 
of us got together, we happened to be available, Senators Lehman, 
Saltonstall, Lodge, and myself, representing two of the States where 
offices are located, with Major Clark and Mr. Stirling, for the pur- 
pose of trying to find out what it was all about. 

After a discussion of some length we reached the conclusion that 
the best course we could take would be to submit some questions in 
writing which were to be answered within a week’s time, as I recall. 
Those questions were submitted in writing in a letter by Senator Leh- 
man in behalf of Senators Saltonstall, Lodge, and myself. Up until 
the present time, as I understand, Senator Lehman's administrative 
assistant is on my right here, no answer has come ‘rom that letter 
of August 13, the date on which it was sent. 

Mr. Lannam. To whom was it sent / 

Senator Ives. To Major Clark. I would like to ask Major Clark if 
that letter was received. 

Mr. Criark. That letter was received, Senator, and a reply is being 
prepared. The reason you have not received a reply at an earlier date 
is because some of the questions involved the general services and agen- 
cies other than the Veterans’ Administration. 

In collaboration with Mr. Lawton of the Budget Bureau, it was 
decided that we would check again every figure that had been used in 
the news release of July 26, so as to give you the most accurate infor- 
mation that it was possible to get. 

Senator Ives. For the most part, you remember, Major, the news re- 
lease did not give the answers to the questions that were raised in this 
letter at all. 

Mr. Crark. That is right. 

Senator Ives. I would like to ask another question in that connec- 
tion. Did General Gray, the Administrator, receive these questions 
or does he know about them ¢ 

Mr. Crark. Yes, sir; he does. 

Senator Ives. Did he know about them at the time he wrote the 
letter, apparently an identical letter, to Senators Saltonstall, Lehman, 





20 CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


and myself on August 13? He apparently knew about the conference 
because he mentions it. 

Mr. Crark. Yes. 

Senator Ives. By indirection or directly, I guess, in the letter. 

Mr. Crark. He knew about the questions, Senator. 

Senator Ives. I do not want to put you on any spot, but I would like 
to point out to the committee just how he closed that letter. If he knew 
about that, it would seem to me a rather peculiar closing. [Reading :] 

I just wanted to indicate that we are going ahead and that the plan now con- 
templates the offices at Richmond and Boston being moved into Philadelphia in 
September, and the New York office in October. This will be done on a very 
properly scheduled basis which contemplates no material interruption in the 
activities of those offices so moved. 

And I feel that Senator Lehman and myself were particularly jus- 
tified in sending the telegram, which I shall read into the record, in 
reply to that letter. Inthe light of what you say about the information 
which the Administration had about our letter to you under date of 
August 13, this is what we said. [Reading:] 

We urge you to delay effectuation of plans for removal of district offices in 
Boston and New York to Philadelphia. Please provide the information requested 
by Senators Lodge, Saltonstall, and ourselves in our letter of August 13. Our 
requests are reasonable and entitled to more than the utter disregard indicated 
by your letter. 

We were not speaking for Richmond. We did not want to involve 
Richmond in this particular thing. I want the committee to under- 
stand, however, we are just as much interested in Richmond as we are 
in our own situation, but we were not in a position where we could speak 
for it. 

Now in the light of the evidence that I have been listening to this 
morning it seems that the least you can do is to hold up on this thing 
until somebody, particularly we in the Congress, know more about it. 

And, Mr. Chairman, at this point in my remarks I would like to have 
incorporated, if I could, in the record being made here at this hear- 
ing, the text of this letter sent by Senator Lehman on behalf of us to 
Major Clark, the text of the letter that I received from Administrator 
Gray which appears to have been identical with letters received by 
Senators Saltonstall and Lehman, the text of Senator Lehman’s letter 
and my wire in reply to the letter from the Administrator. 

Mr. Lanuam. Without objection that may be included. 

Senator Ives. Thank you very much. 

(The letters referred to are as follows :) 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 
OFFICE OF TEE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
Washington 


AT Hupson, Wis., August 13, 1951. 
Senator Irvine M. Ives, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Drar SENATOR Ives: After long study IT announced on July 26, certain 
consolidations without impairing service to veterans, and eliminating much ex- 
pense, the district offices of Boston, New York and Richmond with that of Phila- 
delphia to serve the veterans of the eastern seaboard north of South Carolina. 

Notwithstanding my sojourn here, I maintain an office here and have been 
in daily contact with my office in Washington through telegraph, telephone and 
letter, so I am entirely conversant with the invitation you extended to Major 
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Clark to mect with you, Senators Lehman, Lodge, and Saltonstall. Today I 
have gone over the whole thing again with Major Clark and Mr. Stirling and 
I am just dropping you this note to indicate I am convinced that our proposal 
is proper nd will not interfere with but, in my opinion, will improve service to 
veterans, and that the savings to be effected are of great magnitude. 

I just wanted to indicate that we are going ahead and that the plan now con- 
templates the offices at Richmond and Boston being moved into Philadelphia in 
September, and the New York office in October. This will be done on a very 
properly scheduled basis which contemplates no material interruption in the 
activities of those offices so moved. 

Sincerely yours, 
Car R. Gray, Jr., Administrator. 


Copy of telegram in reply to the above sent to— 
Avoust 15, 1951, 
Hon. Cari. R. Gray, Jr., 
Administrator, Veterans’ Administration, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We urge you to delay effectuation of plans for removal of district offices in 
Boston and New York to Philadelphia. Please provide the information requested 
by Senators Lodge, Saltonstall, and ourselves in our letter of August 13. Our 
requests are reasonable and entitled to more than the utter disregarded indicated 
by your letter. 

Irvine M. Ives, 
Hersert H. LEHMAN, 
United States Senators. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, August 13, 1951. 
Hon. O. W. CLARK, 
Deputy Administrator, Veterans’ Administration, 
Washington, D. C. 

Drar Masor CLARK: Pursuant to our recent conference, Senators Ives, Salton- 
stall, Lodge, and myself, have worked out a series of questions to which we 
desire specific and detailed replies. This is in accordance with the understand- 
ing reached at our meeting. We shall assume that pending your formulation of 
these replies and pending our consideration of same no further action will be 
taken on the proposed transfer of the district offices of the VA from New York 
and Boston to Philadelphia. 

The questions are as follows: 


I. Rent and alleged savings in space charges 

(1) How much space in actual footage is currently being used in the New 
York, Boston, Richmond, and Philadelphia district offices, for the specific func- 
tions of those offices, and how much space will actually be used in the proposed 
consolidation of these functions in Philadelphia ? 

(2) How will the physical space saving referred to above be achieved, in 
specific terms? 

(3) How much did the Atwater-Kent Building cost the Government and when 
was it purchased? Have any other Federal agencies in Philadelphia expressed 
a desire for space in the Atwater-Kent Building or for the building itself? 
(Please specify.) 

(4) How much space in footage is being rented by or on behalf of all Federal 
activities in New York, Boston, Richmond, and Philadelphia, and how much is 
the Government paying for rent in each of these areas? (Break down by agen- 
cies in each area.) 

(5) How much Government space, in addition to that being rented, is owned 
by the Government and how much Government-owned space is vacant in these 
cities? 

(6) In view of the statement that the standard CSA charge for mainte- 
nance and operation of space is greater by 30 cents per square foot than the 
cost which the VA anticipates in Philadelphia, what is the explanation of this 
difference? 

(7) What is the anticipated cost, broken down, of moving the VA's physical 
facilities from New York, Boston, and Richmond, to Philadelphia and the cost 
of reinstalling these facilities? 
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(8) Who owns the space now occupied by the district offices in New York, 
Boston, and Richmond? 

(9) What disposition would be made by the Government of the space now 
occupied by the VA district offices in Boston, New York, and Richmond? 


II, Personnel 

(1) What savings does the VA anticipate making in personnel, in terms of 
specific positions, as a result of the proposed transfer and consolidation? 

(2) In the light of (1) what is the VA estimate of the cost of lump-sum 
payments of accurulated leave for those employees who decline to move? What 
is the VA’s own estimate of the number who will decline to move? 

(3) In the light of (1) what basis does the VA have for anticipating that 
the persons occupying supervisory positions will be the ones who decline to 
move? (In other words, what would be the situation if all the supervisory 
personnel agreed to move and the declinations were on the part of stenographic, 
clerical, and technical personnel whose positions would need to be refilled’) 

(4) In answering (1) above, it is requested that the anticipated savings in 
personnel be linked specifically to the transfer and consolidation, in other words, 
how will the transfer make these positions extraneous? 

(5) In the best available terms, what is estimated as the cost of retraining 
the various categories of personnel? 

(6) In case all 3,000 of the employees in the New York, Richmond, and Boston 
offices agreed to move, what would be the cost of moving them and their household 
effects to Philadelphia? 

(7) According to the best information available to the Federal housing agencies, 
what is the relative availability of family housing in the middle- and low-income 
bracket in Boston, Richmond, New York, and Philadelphia? 

(S) According to the best available information, what is the relative availa- 
bility of manpower in Philadelphia to fill the vacant positions in categories in 
which most vacancies are expected to occur? 

(9) In further answer to point raised in (8) above, what does the Labor 
Department say concerning the availability of manpower in comparable positions 
for defense industries in Philadelphia? 

(10) How many veterans are employed in the New York, Richmond, and 
Boston offices? How many of these veterans are disabled veterans? 


IIT. Services 

(1) According to the best available statistics, how many telephone calls and 
personal contacts were made last year in the district offices in Richmond, Boston, 
and New York? 

(2) According to the latest plans, how long will the transfer and consolidation 
take? 

(3) Specifically, how can the transfer be arranged without interrupting or 
disturbing services? (Is it not true that some disruptions are inevitable?) 

(4) With the large and nonestimable number of veterans from the present 
conflict who will be eligible for national service life insurance, is it not correct 
that decentralization in the forthcoming period will be as vital, if not more so, 
as in the period immediately following 1945 when present decentralization was 
decided upon? (Is it not likely that there will be a tremendous number of 
veterans who will seek national service life insurance and will need to have, 
in many cases, personal contact with the district offices to a much greater extent 
than during the last 2 years?) 

Finally, did the Hoover Commission make recommendations covering the 
transfer or consolidation of the VA district offices? 

This letter conveys the questions in the minds of and has been seen and ap- 
proved by Senators Ives, Lodge, and Saltonstall, the Senators participating 
in the conference with you. Appreciating that some of these answers involve 
contacts with other agencies, we would like the answers to all the questions 
on which information is immediately available at the earliest possible time, 
to be followed by answers to the other questions as soon as such answers are 
available. We propose to make this information available to Members of the 
House who have an interest in this situation. 

Very sincerely yours, 


Hereert H. LERMAN. 





CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 23 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 30, 1951. 
Hon. Hersert H. LERMAN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR LEHMAN: Before replying to the specific questions presented in 
your letter of August 13, 1951, I believe it will be helpful to you if I outline 
the background events which led up to the decision to consolidate the Boston, 
New York, Philadelphia, and Richmond district offices at Philadelphia. 

When I became Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs on December 31, 1947, I 
found the Veterans’ Administration organized to meet the problems which had 
resulted from the rapid demobilization which immediately followed the close 
of hostilities in World War II. During the period from 1946 to 1948 insurance 
and death claims activities were carried on in the 13 branch offices which were 
the command posts established to provide intermediate supervision for the 70 
regional offices and approximately 130 hospitals of the Veterans’ Administration. 

When I abolished the branch offices on January 31, 1949, I continued the 
insurance and death claims activities at 13 separate locations because I deter- 
mined that because of special problems then existing they could not be moved 
at that time without impairing service to veterans. However, I recognized then 
as I do now that one central location would frankly provide the ideal situation 
for the insurance and death claims activities of the Veterans’ Administration 
and that such consolidation would be accomplished when possible without im- 
pairing service. We cannot achieve the ideal now, but we are planning on con- 
solidations as fast as opportunities arise. 

The opportunity to consolidate at Philadelphia arose by virtue of the avail- 
ability of space in the Atwater Kent Building which has been utilized by the 
Veterans’ Administration in its entirety since 1946 with the exception of a 
temporary use of some space by the Census Bureau in connection with the 1950 
census. When the Census Bureau completed its work 240,000 square feet of 
space became available. By the passage of Public Law 23, Eighty-second Con- 
gress, it was no longer necessary to utilize 105,000 square feet for underwriting 
activities in connection with in-service accounts. 

Knowing from experience that Philadelphia provided a good labor market; 
being informed by our representatives on the scene that adequate housing at 
reasonable prices was available; having determined by studies the economies 
which would follow consolidation; and having the space available in which to 
act, I authorized the consolidation on July 24, 1951. I want to assure you, Mr. 
Senator, that this decision on my part represented not a hasty, ill-considered 
action but the culmination of lengthy and mature deliberation during which all 
of the factors involved were carefully weighed. I considered my responsibility 
as Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs to administer the laws enacted by the 
Congress so as to provide quality service to veterans and the dependents of 
deceased veterans with the utmost economy and efficiency. Based on the facts 
available to me it is my conviction that I would have been remiss not to take 
advantage of the opportunity thus presented, 

The savings from consolidating the Boston, New York, Philadelphia, and 
Richmond District Offices at Philadelphia will offset the costs of the consolida- 
tion in less than a year, and thereafter such savings will be net. A total of 372 
positions, most of which are in the supervisory grades, will be abolished. These 
positions carry total salaries of more than $1,300,000 per year. Other savings 
immediately available will be in the form of rent, maintenance, communication, 
and supplementary services of various kinds. It has been estimated as a result 
of a study made by the Bureau of the Budget, which was undertaken after my 
decision was made and which was designed to determine independently whether 
or not the savings which we had anticipated could be realized, that the net 
savings on an annual basis would exceed $1,600,000. I believe it could be suc- 
cessfully argued that this figure is an extremely conservative one since it charges 
us the sum of $720,000 per year for occupying the space in the Atwater Kent 
plant which is Government-owned and which, as a matter of fact, does not 
represent a cost to the taxpayer of more than a small fraction of that amount en 
a yearly basis. 

There is no question that up to an optimum size which will not be reached 
in the combined office at Philadelphia, additional economies can be anticipated, 
A large office lends itself to production-line procedures which save personnel. 
We have not endeavored to estimate these savings, but there is no doubt what- 
soever but that they will be sizable and will increase as time goes by. 
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Despite the economies mentioned in the preceding paracraphs, T weuld not 
have directed the consolidation at Philadelphia unless I had been assured that 
service to veterans and the dependents of deceased veterans would not be im- 
paired. With respect to insurance, nearly all of the veterans’ Cenlings with 
the Veterans’ Administration are conducted by mail and the new Cictrict office 
in Philadelphia is within 1-day mail-delivery distance of all points within 
the area serviced by the four offices. The actual physical moves are being 
carefully mapped out so as to hold to an absolute min’mum any tomporary 
disruption of service. The regional offices in Maine, New Hampsh're, Vermont, 
Connecticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New York, Penn-ylvania, New Jersey, 
Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, District of Columb‘a, and North 
Carolina will continue to provide personal contacts in connect’on with insuiance 
or death claims and insurance premiums will continue to be received in those 
offices from those individuals who desire to make payment in person. 

I want to assure you, Mr, Senator, that in my concern to maintain service 
and at the same time carry on our operations as economically and efficiently 
as possible, I have not lost sight of the fact that a consolidation of this nature 
must inevitably cause some distress, inconvenience, and occasionally even hard- 
ship on some of the employees concerned. 'n this connection, it should b» born? 
in mind that most of the jobs located in Boston, New York, and Richmond are 
not being abolished. All employees who are willing to move with their jobs will 
continue in the employ of the Government, in most instances without any loss 
in pay, although we are not at this time in a position to mak? definite commit- 
ments to certain supervisory personnel as to their assignment in the c nsolidated 
office. Any inconvenience, distress, or actual hardship to any individual em- 
ployee which may result from this move is sincerely regretted, b t it is my 
belief that employees who do not transfer will have little difficulty in cbtaining 
employment elsewhere. 

With respect to the actual progress of the consolidation, I want te assure you 
that it is now well under way. The manager of our Philadelphia office was 
authorized on August 1 to recruit and train clerical personne! to assume the 
duties of those employees who decline to accept transfer from Richmond, Doston 
and New York. He advises me that he is having no difficulty in securing good 
personnel and that housing conditions are excellent. Written orders have been 
issued to the Richmond and Boston district offices to move to Philade!phia. 
The first units to be moved left for Philadelphia on August 30, 1°51. The move 
from Richmond will be completed September 7; the move from Boston will be 
completed September 24; and the move from New York will be completed in 
October. Employees who have expressed an unwillingness to transfer to Phila- 
delphia will be separated from the rolls as follows: Richmond, September 10, 
1951; Boston, September 24, 1951; New York, October 21, 1951. 

The answers to the specific questions with respect to which the information 
is available to the Veterans’ Administration follow. These answers are num- 
bered in accordance with the numbering used in your letter. 

I. (1) The actual number of square feet of floor space currently being used in 
the Boston, New York, Philadelphia, and Richmond district offi es for the specitic 
functions of those offices is as follows: 

90, 0°00 
166, 000 
185, 000 

94, 000 


RN oe 8 Sh Fee ee er Se ee on a 
New 

Philadelphia 

Richmond 


Total 
It is estimated that the consolidated office will require 466,000 square feet of 
floor space. 

(2) The Atwater Kent Building in Philadelphia, a Government-owned build- 
ing, was turned over to the Veterans’ Administration in July 1947. This build- 
ing has open space in very large areas which lends itself to the most ecconom’ cal 
and effective arrangement of the various operating elements. The main floor 
of this building is divided into two very large open spaces, one consisting of 
174,000 square feet of space, which is the records center of the Veterans’ 
Administration; the other consisting of 290,149 square feet of space. One hun- 
dred and eighty-five thousand square feet of this space now houses the district 
office of Philadelphia. The 105,000 remaining square feet had been used by the 
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central office insurance program for the purpose of acting on applications for na- 
tional service life insurance, but since the passage of Public Law 23 on April 
25, 1951, this space was no longer needed for this purpose; therefore, it became 
available for use. The equivalent of this space, plus some space now occupied by 
ihe Philadelphia district office would be sufficient to house the New York district 
office. The Boston and Richmond district offices could be housed in the basement 
of this building which consists of 176,000 square feet of open space, and which 
had been heretofore occupied by the Census Bureau in connection with the 1950 
census. 

The utilization of this open space on the main floor and the basement of the 
Atwater Kent Building will save approximately 69,000 square feet of space which 
is being used at the present time. It is estimated that additional space will be 
saved when the consolidation is completed. In the basement in space not in- 
cluded in the 176,000 square feet of space is a cafeteria occupying approximately 
27,000 square feet of space. 

The fact that space became available in the Atwater Kent Building in Phil- 
adelphia which now houses the district office played a very important part in the 
timing of this decision. There can be no denying of the fact that the potential 
savings involved in the consolidation of these district offices is very large. The 
Bureau of the Budget’s representative, in testifying before a subcommittee of 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments of the House of 
Representatives, stated that the estimated annual savings associated with the 
consolidation of the Richmond, New York, Boston, and Philadelphia district 
offices of the Veterans’ Administration at Philadelphia would amount to $1,608,- 
000, If $720,000 for the annual cost of equivalent space in Philadelphia is elimi- 
nated the estimated annual savings would amount to ©2,.328,000 annually. The 
estimated cost associated with consolidation of the Richmond, New York, Boston, 
and Philadelphia district offices of the Veterans’ Administration at Philadel- 
phia would amount to $1,465,174. This cost is a one-time cost and includes $240,- 
000 for alteration of equivalent space in Philadelphia. A breakdown of the 
figures listed above is as follows: 


Savings from consolidation 
Annual savings 


01 Personal services (minimum of 372 man-years estimated by VA)_— $1, 300, 000 





04 Communication services (VA estimate) __ Phe: SS ee OR Pe Oe 36, OO 
05 Rents and utility services (GSA estimate) : 
Annual savings at Boston _____-- ' To ae $262, 000 
Annual savings at New York__---~- UC Niekivniun SRA 
Annual savings at Richmond__- a SEN 1D 94, 000 
Total__ ‘ S _. £2, 000 
Less annual cost of equivalent sp: we in Phil: idelphia *_ 720, 000 
met anhunl Savile Oh peace... ne... ae 272, 000 
(ol ee a Sa Se re 2! a 000 


‘VA to be housed in Government-owned building. Cost of equivalent space estimated 
at $3 per square foot, including maintenance and operation. 


Cost of consolidation (one-time cost) 
Total cost 


Transfer of personnel and dependents (VA estimate)__--____-______ $23, 834 
Shipment of household and personal effects (VA estimate) ~~~ --___ 215, 630 
Transfer of records and equipment (VA estimate) ~-_--___ 125, 710 
Retraining of personnel Cee BENNO a 675, BOO 
Alterations and moving expense at Boston and New York and altera- 
tions of equivalent Philadelphia space (GSA estimate) ~_-________ 425, 000 
Total____ ME A POS reap he SEs UN Oe Et ea ae sous i, 465 174 


(3) It is the understanding of this office that the Atwater Kent Building cost 
the Government $2,000,000 and was purchased on August 20, 1941. It is our 
understanding that the Frankfort Arsenal of Philadelphia had been interested 
in obtaining space in this building. 


88916—51——_2 
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(7) It is estimated that the cost of moving the Veterans’ Administration’s 
physical facilities from Boston, New York, and Richmond to Philadelphia and 
reinstalling these facilities will be as follows: 


Boston. _ - $43, 810 
New York 44, 200 
Richmond . : 37, 700 


| ate tat Se tate LB aE ER NE 


um. (1) A list of 372 positions to be abolished is attached hereto. 

(2) Based on average lump-sum payments for annual leave of all employees 
separated for any reason during the fiscal year 1951, it is estimated that the cost 
of such payments to those employees who decline to move will be $360,000. This 
is based on an estimate that 1,800 of the employees currently on the rolls will 
decline to move; however, it should be noted that many of the employees of the 
district offices which are to be closed have already located other Federal jobs 
to which they are in process of transfer. Terminal-leave payments will not be 
involved in those cases. It is felt that terminal-leave pay is not properly charge- 
able as an item in the cost of consolidation as virtually all accumulated annual 
leave must be paid for either as terminal leave or as pay of employees perform- 
ing the duties ordinarily assigned to those on annual leave. 

(3) This question appears to indicate a slight misunderstanding of statements 
made during our conference. The Veterans’ Administration anticipates that a 
larger percentage of personnel in the higher grades, which are in the main super- 
visory positions, will transfer with their offices than can be expected to transfer 
in the lower clerical grades. If all supervisory personnel should agree to move, 
a most unlikely event, positions at the same grade will not be available for their 
assignment in a large percentage of the cases and they would of necessity, there- 
fore, have to accept lower grades. All supervisory personnel have been advised 
that no commitments to sustain their present grade after the consolidation in 
Philadelphia can be made at this time. The estimate of the number who will 
decline to move given in (2) above consists mainly of clerical, stenographic, 
and typing positions, and recruitment is actively under way to hire such per- 
sonnel for training in advance of the consolidation. Since the technical positions 
involved are allocated in the higher grades, it is expected that most of the re- 
quired complement for the consolidated office will accept transfer. 

(4) The positions to be abolished will not be required in the consolidated office. 
With minor exceptions the organizational structure of the consolidated office 
will be identical with the one now in existence in all four of the offices in ques- 
tion; therefore, in most instances three supervisory positions will be saved in 
the consolidation out of the four positions of each type now in existence as will 
most of the supplementary overhead and administrative positions located in the 
offices of officials and supervisors. 

(5) It is estimated that the cost of retraining the various categories of per- 
sonnel will be $675,000. The major portion of this cost arises from duplicate 
employment in Philadelphia for training to fill operating jobs in the other offices 
to the extent present incumbents are not expected to move. Two hundred fifteen 
such duplicate operating personnel are already undergoing training in Phila- 
delphia. Since the consolidation is to be effected on an accelerated schedule, 
it will probably be found quite profitable to overcome the low production of par- 
tially trained employees by the use of overtime. The costs of any such overtime 
are properly a part of and are included in the above estimate. 

(6) If 3,000 employees of the Boston, New York, and Richmond offices should 
agree to move, it is estimated that the cost of moving the employees, their 
families and their household or personal effects to Philadelphia would be $575,000. 
This estimate is based on an assumption that there would be an average of one 
cependent per emnloyee and that one-half of the employees transferring would 
have household effects. 

(8) The situation with respect to availability of manpower in Philadelphia 
is reported to be better than in any other major city. Three hundred fifty-six 
clerical, stenographic, and typing personnel have been employed and 213 are 
committed to report in September. This indicates that no great difficulty will be 
experienced in acquiring the number of personnel required to offset those who 
decline to move. 
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(10) The number of veterans employed in the three district offices being closed 
are as follows: 


Statistics on the number of these veterans who are disabled are not maintained 
by the Veterans’ Administration as they serve no purpose in personnel manage- 
ment. The 10-point preference accorded to disabled veterans applies only to 
establish their position on civil service registers for appointment and does not 
afford them extra points in connection with reduction in force rights. This 
information could be obtained at very considerable cost by questionnaires directed 
to the employees themselves verified against civil service records, or by running 
a list of all veteran employees against such records. It is not believed, however, 
that you would desire that this extra expense be incurred. 

Ill. (1) Detailed records on telephone calls and personal contacts are not 
maintained in the district offices. 

(2) The transfer and consolidation was started August 30, 1951, and will be 
completed for all three offices by October 20, 1951. It is planned to have the 
offices being transferred to Philadelphia operate as separate units for a time 
with integration of the various records and full consolidation of the offices into 
one to be completed by April 30, 1952. 

(3) Slight interruptions or delays to service are inevitable in a move of this 
kind; however, delays in service occasioned by the physical move should not 
aggregate more than 10 days. The movement of records will be very similar 
to moving from one building to another in the same city except for the d'fference 
in time occasioned by distance. The various operating units in the offices to be 
closed will each move with a sizable nucleus of trained personnel and will have 
assigned immediately on arrival in Philadelphia additional personnel who have 
received at least partial training. 

(4) Conditions now are very different from those that existed in New York 
in 1945 when inadequate personnel, poorly housed, were swamped in the acceler- 
ated demobilization of some 14,000,000 policyholders. Under Public Law 23 the 
maximum number of personnel now in the Armed Forces who will be entitled 
to carry national service life insurance after demobilization will not exceed 
3,000,000. If past experience is any criterion, somewhere between 750,000 and 
1,000,000 of these men and women will continue national service life insurance 
after discharge and, insofar as can be foreseen at the present time, the dis- 
charges will be spread over a considerable period. Personnel who have entered 
the armed services for the first time after April 25, 1951, can of course apply for 
the new insurance provided under Public Law 23 within‘a period of 120 days 
after discharge. It is not expected that the volume of such applications will be 
large enough to cause any serious problem. Personnel either continuing national 
service life insurance after discharge or applying for the new insurance will not 
require at any time personal contact with the district offices. It is certain that 
most of the personal contacts with the district offices in the past have resulted 
not from necessity but from the fact that the office was located in the same city 
as the veteran. Virtually all of the veteran’s business is more effectively and 
more expeditiously handled by mail whenever he provides necessary identifying 
information. 

The report to the Congress by the Commission on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government, or the so-called Hoover Commission, recommending 
reorganization of veterans’ affairs, submitted in February 1949 did not include 
any recommendation covering the transfer or consolidation of the VA district 
offices. 

It is believed that answers to questions 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9 in section 1 and ques- 
tions 7 and 9 in section II can be more expeditiously obtained by a direct query 
from your office to the agencies involved than by this office. Information to 
supply the answers to these questions is, of course, not available in this office. 

Since your letter to me was made public through insertion in the Congressional 
Record there has been widespread interest in the reply—therefore, I plan to make 
this letter available to any interested parties. 

Sincerely yours, 
Carv R. Gray, 
Administrator. 
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Positions to be abolished on consolidation in Philadelphia 
Grade Title Number | Amount 
- _ -_ — achat ae _— — 
| Administrative officer ‘ ‘ 3 | $26, 400 
do 11 &3, 600 
W655 27 172, 800 
do : | 6 33, 600 
do . ‘ 5, 000 
do ‘ | 4, 400 
do ‘ ‘ | , 000 
do : = } 29 | , 925 
Supervisor : ‘ ; } : , 900 
do 29 | 9, 900 
Secretary f 
Supervisor 
| Secretary 
Clerk 
do 
| Clerk-stenographer 
| Clerk-typist___- 
Clerk-stenographer 
Clerk 
Messenger 
do 
W arehouseman 
Messenger 
‘ 


oo 


wae aw 


~J 
ne 


Total 
Total annual salary savings 





Senator Ives. I want to point out—I am not asking this at all— 
that I have a letter in my hand that I received from the director and 
the service oflicer of one of my large counties in up-State New York 
for whom I have a very high regard and respect, and whose opinion 
and judgment I have occasion to rely on. And he has one paragraph 
here that I think should be pointed out because I think it has a bear- 
ing on the full consideration of this question. It has been touched 
upon this morning, but I think it should be explored more than it has 
been explored. I quote my friend. I sent him in the meantime a 
copy of the letter of Senator Lehman which I referred to. | Reading :] 

Senator Lehman did not mention a matter which is just as important as 
the insurance angle. As you know, all death claims are handled by the district 
offices. These include widows’ and children’s compensation and pensions, 
dependent parents’ pensions and burial claims. The New York district office 
handles these very efficiently. I have had claims adjudicated there in less 
than a week. The central office in Washington which has custody of certain 
folders takes months to decide a case. One of my claims was in the central 
office 13 months without final action. It has now been decentralized to the 
district office and I expect prompt action. I am very fearful that long delays 
in the adjudication of dependents’ claims will result if the proposed consolida- 
tion of district offices is effected. 

That is all of the letter I shall read, but I want to call that to 
the attention of your subcommittee, if I may. 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Ives. In closing, I want to thank you again, Mr. Chairman 
and the members of your distinguished subcommittee for permitting 
me to appear in this way. In closing, I want to say this simply, 
Major Clark: I wish you would convey this information to the Ad- 
ministrator: We would like this information that we are seeking 
in this letter which was signed by Senator Lehman. 

Mr. Lanuam. Might I ask, Major, how soon we might expect a 
7 y to those questions ? 

Mr. Crark. I think within the next 2 or 3 days. 
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Senator Ives. Further than that, Major, it seems to me, and I beg 
to bring this to the attention of the honorable committee, most defi- 
nitely that this order which has gone out with respect to Richmond 
and Boston and New York should be set aside temporarily until we 
get all of these facts so that we ourselves in the Congress are satisfied 
that what is being done is appropriate and proper. And not only 
the people in the Veterans’ offices in those particular cities will be 
taken care properly, most of them are veterans, but that the veterans 
themselves for whom this whole agency has been established, will 
receive the service which they are entitled to. 

I thank you very much. 

Mr. Lanuam. May I say in that connection, as soon as I was ap- 
pointed chairman of the subcommitte, I wired General Gray and 
asked that he hold in abeyance his order. To that I got a wire declin- 
ing to do it. 

Senator Ives. In other words, you got the same type of response we 
got. 

Mr. Harpy. Before the Senator goes, if the Senator does not have 
any objection, in view of the fact that we will have the letter which 
was sent to General Gray in the files, if you do not have any objec- 
tion I would like for the Veterans’ Administration to furnish us with 
a copy of their reply to your questions. 

Senator Ives. I think that is very appropriate and I would so 
request the chairman, if he will be willing to do so. 

Mr. Lanuam. I request that Major Clark do so. 

Senator Ives. I think it should be all attached together so that you 
can see the sequence. 

Mr. Lannam. If I may interrupt the interrogation of these wit- 
nesses further, I would like to recognize other Members of Congress 
present. And due to the limitation of time I am going to ask the 
Representatives in Congress if they will confine their remarks to 5 
minutes. We are very glad to have the distinguished Congresswoman 
from Massachusetts, Mrs. Rogers with us. Do you have a prepared 
statement ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDITH NOURSE ROGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mrs. Rogers. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, I 
should like very much to have inserted in the record the various state- 
ments made on the floor of Congress for myself and for the person- 
nel of different offices. 

I think one of the immediate things for us to do is to ask the Presi- 
dent to stay this order transferring the files and cards as is being 
done at the moment. I understand that in Boston tomorrow all cards 
will be sent to Philadelphia. I have never known such a disregard 
by any administration of the requests of Members of Congress. 

lam ata loss to know why it is done. 

I had a very nice interview with President Truman. He told me 
the matter was not closed and he wanted to get all of the evidence. 
He said he did not want to hurt anybody. And he was President when 
the decentralization of things and so forth took place. 

The New York office will tell you that thousands and thousands 
of cases were thrown away in boxes and so forth when the insurance 
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office by decentralization was moved in New York, and the files moved 
to other places. 

Mr. Lanuam. Do you have your remarks that you want to include 
in the record ¢ 

Mrs. Rogers. I have. I would like to reiterate that I think not a 
dollar will be saved by this move. I think it will cost more. I under- 
stand $500,000 has already been spent in the surveys made. I could 
talk for hours on this, but I shall not. 

I am extremely glad that this subcommittee is having this hearing. 
You are very thorough and I feel sure that the district offices will re- 
main where they are. 

I should like to have included also a list of the Massachusetts dele- 
gation which is present. 

Mr. Lanuam. That list, together with the statements previously 
mentioned, will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The list of names and the excerpts from the Congressional Record 
are as follows:) 


NAMES AND ORGANIZATIONS OF MASSACHUSETTS DELEGATION 


John J. Harding, Jr., Veterans’ Administration employee. 

Anthony D. Treso, DAV post, deputy commander. 

Richard Abrams, Veterans’ Administration employee, president, Local No. 944. 

Clifford L. Costello, Veterans’ Administration employee, vice president, Local 
No. 944. 

Katherine Leahy, secretary, Widows of World War I, Veterans’ Administration 
employee. 

Mary A. Reynolds, national vice president of World War I Widows, Inc., and 
employee of Veterans’ Administration. 

Elmer E. Chase, Veterans’ Administration employee. 

Katherine I. Hooley, Veterans’ Administration employee. 

Miss Glenn Russell, Veterans’ Administration former employee already displaced, 

Laurence J. Duffy, Veterans’ Administration employee. 

Richard Tobin, Commonwealth of Massachusetts Veterans’ Services. 

Frank Colter, City of Boston Veterans’ Services. 

Edward F. Spellman, Veteran Employees of Boston, past Legion commander. 

Arthur MeCarthy, Veteran Employees’ Claims Division. 

Felix Ff. Nazzaro, past department commander, Massachusetts DAV. 

Timothy Buckley, American Legion representative, Department of Massachusetts. 


[From the Congressional Record] 
CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ACTIVITIES IN NEW ENGLAND 


Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, the following is self-explanatory. 
Why is New England discriminated against? It is an outrageous thing to do to 
us, and I believe not a penny will be saved. I am asking for a reconsideration 
of the plan. 

VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
; Washington, D. C., July 26, 1951. 
Hon. Epita Nourse RocGers, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mrs. Rocers: The attached policy statement outlines a decision to com- 
bine Veterans’ Administration district offices. This will affect activities in most 
of the States on the east coast. 

As this decision is of concern to veterans in your State, we believe you will 
be interested in reading the details of the consolidation. 

Sincerely yours, 
O. W. CLARK, 
Deputy Administrator. 
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VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
INFORMATION SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., July 26, 1951. 


Veterans’ Administrator Carl R. Gray, Jr., today announced plans to consoli- 
date Veterans’ Administration insurance and death-claims activities for most 
of the east Coast in a single VA district office in Philadelphia. 

The move, which wiil merge four VA district offices into one, will result in 
an estimated savings of nearly $2,000,000 a year, in salaries, rents, and other 
expenses, Mr. Gray said. 

Service to veterans and their families will in no way be affected by the 
consolidation, he pointed out. Since most veterans pay GI insurance premiums 
by mail, the new district oflice will continue to be as near as the corner mailbox. 
And those few who pay their premiums in person will continue to make pay- 
ments, in the usual manner, at their local VA office. 

VA district offices which are to be abolished and have their functions trans- 
ferred to Philadelphia are located in Boston, New York, and Richmond. 

The Boston office has been handling insurance and death claims for all of 
New England. The New York office has had jurisdiction over New York State 
and Puerto Rico. And the Richmond office was charged with North Carolina, 
Virginia, West Virginia, Maryland, and the District of Columbia. 

The current area of jurisdiction of the Philadelphia district office is Pennsyl- 
vania, Delaware, and New Jersey. 

As a first step in the consolidation the VA is acquiring the entire Atwater Kent 
building at 5000 Wissahickon Avenue, in Philadelphia, to house the expanded 
district office. . 

VA already has been using 500,000 of the building’s 723,000 square feet for 
its present district office there. The remaining 225,000 square feet have been 
in use by the United States Census Bureau, which is moving out, enabling VA 
to take over the added space. 

Mr. Gray said that the move will start as soon as detailed plans can be com- 
pleted, and new personnel to replace those who will not accept transfer can be 
trained. It is estimated the start will be made within 6 months and the office 
operating within 18 months. 

The large-scale transfer, involving shipment of records of more than 1,000,000 
active insurance accounts in addition to numerous other records, will be con- 
ducted on a piece-meal basis rather than all at once, In this way, Mr. Gray said, 
the Philadelphia office will be able to absorb the extra load without impairing 
service to veterans or their dependents. 

The steps of the move are now being worked out in complete detail to prevent 
any delays in service. 

The consolidation will present no problem at all to the veterans who pay their 
GI insurance premiums in VA self-addressed envelopes which they receive for 
that purpose. After the consolidated Philadelphia office is in business the en- 
velopes simply will contain the new address. Others are urged not to write to 
the new office until they are certain that the transfer of records has been com- 
pleted The savings resulting from the abolishment of the New York district 
office alone have been estimated at $1,000,000 a year. The figure includes about 
$478,000 in salaries; $488,000 in rent and maintenance, and the remainder in 
other items such as communications and tabulating activities. 

For Boston, the saving will be about $517,000 a year, including $350,000 in 
salaries, $150,000 in rent and the remainder in other items. And in Richmond, 
VA expects to save $290,000 a year, mainly in salaries. The Richmond district 
office pays no rent, since it is located in the McGuire VA hospital in that city. 

The three offices to be eliminated now have a total force of 3,000 employees. 
Of these, 1,465 are in New York ; 867 in Boston, and 758 in Richmond. Because 
of economies which will be made possible after the new office starts functioning, 
the number of employees needed in Philadelphia will be 2,798, a saving of 292. 

Those now employed in the three distret offices will be given the opportunity 
to move to Philadelphia to work in the new office. Any vacancies created by VA 
cmployees not desiring to transfer will be filled locally. 


VA Disrricr Orrice Must REMAIN IN New YorkK 


(Extension of remarks of Hon. Louis B. Heller, of New York, in the House of 
Representatives, Tuesday, July 31, 1951) 


Mr. Speaker, it has come to my attention that plans were recently announced 
by the Veterans’ Administration to remove the VA district office from New York 
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to Philadelphia, where it is to be merged with similar offices from other cities. 
In the release issued on July 26, 1951, announcing this transfer, Carl H. Gray, Jr., 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, states as follows: 

“The savings resulting from the abolishment of the New York district office 
alone have been estimated at $1,000,000 a year. The figures include about $4738,- 
000 in salaries, $488,000 in rent and maintenance, and the remainder in other 
items such as communications and tabulating activities.” 

Further in the same release Mr. Gray adds: 

“Those now employed in the three district offices—Boston, New York, and 
Richmond—will be given the opportunity to move to Philadelphia to work in the 
new office. Any vacancies created by VA employees not desiring to transfer 
will be filled locally.” 

Mr. Speaker, I submit that this is not only a case of false economy but the 
figures as listed by Mr. Gray are misleading and present an erroneous picture 
of the situation. The proposed plan will not result in any appreciable saving, 
but it will bring about a good deal of confusion, dislocation, hardship, and various 
other difficulties involving hundreds of thousands of veterans, their dependents 
and beneficiaries. 

Hew Mr. Gray hopes to save $478,000 in salaries in New York by his willing- 
ness to retain these employees on the payroll if they move to Philadelphia, or 
by replacing them with others if they refuse to move with the office, is something 
which I have not yet been able to figure out. If he can perform such wonders, 
then we are wasting Mr. Gray's talents as a financier; we should put him to work 
on our national budget. 

His rental figure, it seems, is also highly exaggerated. The VA office occupies 
only part of a building located at 346 Broadway, where it rents 180,000 square 
feet, at a cost of $1.25 per square foot, which, according to my way of reckoning, 
comes to $230,000. This is less than half of the figure quoted by Gray. By re- 
moving the office to Philadelphia, additional space will have to be acquired there. 
Presumably, it will be obtained at a reduced rate, but it will still amount to a 
sizable sum. Where does the saving come in here? ‘ 

If Mr. Gray is seriously interested in saving taxpayers’ money, he will not find 
it by running off to Philadelphia. There is a better way. The VA New York re- 
gional office occupies a building at 252 Seventh Avenue, where some 150,000 square 
feet of space is available. Why not move the district office into this unoccupied 
space and thereby institute a real saving? 

I am, of course, very much upset by the fact that some 2,000 VA employees, 
many of whom are disabled veterans themselves, are in danger of losing their 
jobs. That would mean dislocation and hardship for 2,000 families. For some 
unexplained reason, the Veterans’ Administration is willing to dispense with the 
services of so many trained, experienced, and loyal employees, and to take on 
others whom it will have to train all over again. Does that make for efficiency 
and economy ? 

Most of all, however, I am very much disturbed by the fact that removal of 
this office from New York will cause great hardship to hundreds of thousands of 
veterans and their beneficiaries. New York has more than a million war vet- 
erans. They have used and continue to use the facilities of the VA office for the 
manifold services it offers them in helping them with their problems. While 
some of these are routine matters, many require personal contact and follow-up. 
By removing this office to Philadelphia it will incur additional expense and 
discomfort for veterans or dependents in attempting personal contact which 
they now have in New York. Instead of improving the service to veterans 
and their families, that service will now deteriorate and will result in great 
dissatisfaction and constant complaints. 

For all these reasons stated, I feel that we must act promptly in forestalling 
such action on the part of the Veterans’ Administration. I am, therefore, intro- 
ducing a bill which provides that a VA district office shall be maintained in New 
York, notwithstanding the recent announcement of the Veterans’ Administration. 
In view of the urgency of the matter, I request that the commitee to which this 
bill will be referred give its immediate consideration to it. 
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CLOSING OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION OFFICES 


Extension of remarks of Hon. Edith Nourse Rogers, of Massachusetts, in the 
House of Representatives, Friday, August 10, 1951 


Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my remarks in the Recorp, I include the 
following letter and Journal of the Massachusetts House of Representatives : 


THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Boston, August 8, 1951. 
Hon. Evita Nourse Rocers, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mrs. Rogers: The Massachusetts House acted unanimously on my 
petition in re closing VA office (district) today. 

In addition to the hardship on widows and minor children, this move would 
cost our State plenty. The veterans’ services of the Commonwealth would have 
to take up slack while this so-called economy move is taking place. Then, again, 
the service from Philadelphia would never be adequate. 

The legislature was much interested in the increased cost to us, and I succeeded 
in getting their ear on that point alone. 

Best wishes, 
FRANK TANNER. 


JOURNAL OF THE Howse, JuLy 31, 1951 


Met according to adjournment, at 11 a. m. 

Prayer was offered by the chaplain, as follows: 

“Almighty and Eternal God, our Heavenly Father, once again we ask Thy 
blessing upon the Speaker and the members of this house of representatives, and 
all who are associated with them in their important work as legislators for our 
Commonwealth. 

“Endow all of us with the moral integrity and courage to play the game of life 
in a big, manly way. 

“Help us to think clearly and to act courageously, conscious of no fear except 
the fear of failing to do our very best. We thank Thee for the many sincere and 
honest men and women, who are giving so generously of themselves to the public 
service of the people of our State and Nation, and who make the standard of their 
actions adherence to truth and righteousness. In a word, O Lord, help all of us 
to be faithful to the trust placed in us by Thee and by the people whom we are 
privileged to serve. 

“These blessings, we ask in the name of Christ Jesus, our Lord. Amen.” 


SPECIAL REPORTS 


Special report of the department of mental health authorized (under ch. 23 
of the resolves of 1951) to continue its study of the advisability of making 
psychiatric service available to the district courts (house No, 000), received 
July 30, was received, under rule 28, to the committee on public welfare. Sent 
up for concurrence. 

Special report of the metropolitan district commission (under sec, 12 of ch. 
306 of the acts of 1949) relative to the progress of work done by said commis- 
sion in connection with the accelerated highway program, received this day, was 
sent to the senate for its information. 


PETITIONS 


Petitions severally were presented and referred as follows : 

By Mr. Tanner, of Reading, petition (subject to joint rule 12) of Frank D. 
Tanner that Congress be memorialized to take the necessary steps to prevent 
the closing of the district office of the Veterans’ Administration in Boston and 
the removal thereof to Philadelphia. 

By Mr. Canavan, of Revere, petition (subject to joint rule 12) of Harold W. 
Canavan and another for an investigation by a special commission (including 
members of the general court) relative to premium charges used and charged 
by insurance Companies for all forms of motor-vehicle insurance. 
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By Mr. Chadwick, of Winchester, petition (subject to joint rule 12) of Harri- 
son Chadwick for increasing the scope of the investigation by the commission 
established to examine the structure of State government by including therein 
a survey of the salaries of officers and employees of the Commonwealth holding 
unclassified positions. 

Severally, under rule 28, to the committee on rules. 


PAPERS FROM THE SENATE 


The house resolve providing for an investigation by a special commission rela- 
tive to the elimination of traffic hazards and congestion at the Middlesex Street 
crossing in Lowell (house, No. 778, changed and amended) came down passed 
to be engrossed, in concurrence, with an amendment inserting after the word 
“sums”, in line 15 (as changed), the words “, not exceeding in the aggregate 
one thousand dollars,”; and the amendment was referred, under rule 46, to 
the committee on ways and means. 

A report of the committee on cities asking to be discharged from further 
consideration of the petition (accompanied by bill, house No. 2687) of Philip A. 
Chapman relative to increasing the salaries of the assessors and deputy assessors 
of the city of Boston, and recommending that the same be referred to the com- 
mittee on municipal finance—accepted by the senate, was considered forthwith, 
under rule 57; and it was accepted, in concurrence. 

A petition (accompanied by bill) of John B. Hynes, mayor of Boston, John F.. 
Collins and members of the house of representatives for legislation relative to 
the transfer of certain parcels of land on Tremont Street, in the Roxbury. dis- 
trict of said city, came down referred, under suspension of joint rule 12, to the 
committee on cities; and it was referred, under rule 38, to the committee on 
rules. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


By Mr. Toomey, of Cambridge, for the committee on ways and means, that 
the order relative to authorizing the committee on counties to-sit during the 
recess of the general court for the purpose of studying relative to defining 
the law relating to justices of district courts (house, No. 2664) ought to be 
adopted. Referred, under joint rule 29, to the committees on rules of the two 
branches, acting concurrently. 

By Mr. Toomey, of Cambridge, for the committee on ways and means, that 
the resolution reviving and further continuing the special commission estab- 
lished for the purpose of erecting a war memorial in the city of Westfield (house 
No. 87) ought to pass. 

By Mr. Wood, of Easton, for the same committee, that the bill providing for 
the construction and operation of an emergency floating boom across the Chelsea 
River between the cities of Boston and Chelsea (senate No. 569, amended) ought 
to pass. 

By Mr. Giles, of Methuen, for the same committee, that the bill relative to 
motor vehicles and trailers operated or propelled under plates issued to manu- 
facturers, repairmen, or dealers and to the excise thereon (house No. 2669) ought 
to pass. 

Severally placed in the orders of the day for the next sitting for a second 
reading. 

By Mr. Tilden, of Scituate, for the committee on ways and means, that the 
bill providing that certain former employees of the Commonwealth, and its 
political subdivisions, who have been retired, may waive their rights to certain 
increases in the annual amounts of the pensions, retirement allowances, annui- 
ties, or other benefits payable to them and persons claiming under them (house 
No. 2628) ought to pass with an amendment. Placed in the orders of the day 
for the next sitting for a second reading, with the amendment pending. 

By Mr. Toomey, of Cambridge, for the committee on ways and means, that 
the house should concur with the senate in its amendment of the house bill 
relative to the compensation of the chairman of the State planning board (house 
No. 2656). 

By Mr. Tilden, of Scituate, for the same committee, that the house should 
concur with the senate in its amendments of the house bill relative to the amount 
of State aid for public schools in certain towns (house No, 2655). 

Severally placed in the orders of the day for the next sitting, the question, in 
each instance, being on concurrence. 
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By Mr. Skerry, of Medford, for the committee on municipal finance, reference 
to the next annual session (under joint rule 10), on the petition (accompanied 
by bill, house No. 1408) of the Massachusetts Federation of Taxpayers Associa- 
tions, Inc., for legislation relative to limits of indebtedness in cities and towns. 

By the same member, for the same committee, reference to the next annual 
session (under joint rule 10), on the petition (accompanied by bill, house No. 
2031) of John B. Hynes (mayor of Boston) relative to the salary of the chairman 
of the board of real estate commissioners of the city of Boston, the compensation 
and duties of the auctioneer of said board and of public auction sales of property 
of said city. 

By the same member, for the same committee, reference to the next annual 
session (under joint rule 10), on the petition (accompanied by bill, house No. 
2581) of James P. Meehan (mayor) that the city of Lawrence be authorized to 
borrow money for school purposes. 

By the same member, for the same committee, reference to the next annual 
session (under joint rule 10), on the petition (accompanied by bill, house No. 
2640) of Robert C. Boudreau and others (selectmen) that the time be extended 
within which the town of Ware may borrow money for school purposes and 
increasing the amount which may be so borrowed. 

By the same member, for the same committee, reference to the next annual 
session (under joint rule 10), on the petition (accompanied by bill, house No. 
2841) of Isaac A. Hodgen and others (selectmen) that the time be extended 
within which the town of Belchertown may borrow for school purposes and 
increasing the amount which may be borrowed. 

By Mr. Wondolowski, of Worcester, for the committee on public service, refer- 
ence to the next annual session (under joint rule 10), on the special report of 
the commissioner of administration (under authority of sec. 7 of ch. 7 of the 
general laws, as amended by ch. 610 of the acts of 1948) recommending legisla- 
tion to establish the salaries of said commissioner, the comptroller, the budget 
commissioner, and the State purchasing agent in the commission on administra- 
tion and finance (house No, 2657). 

Severally placed in the orders of the day for the next sitting, the question, in 
each instance, being on acceptance, 


ENGROSSED BILLS 


The engrossed bill making certain changes in the law relative to veterans’ 
benefits (which originated in the house), in respect to which the senate had 
concurred in adoption of the emergency preamble, was passed to be enacted; 
and it was signed by the speaker and sent to the senate. 

Engrossed_ bills— 

Further defining the term “trailer”, as used in the motor vehicle law (which 
originated in the senate) ; and 

Authorizing the town of Randolph to pay a pension to Adolph O. Christiansen, 
a former superintendent of schools in said town (which originated in the house) ; 

Severally reported by the committee on engrossed bills to be rightly and truly 
engrossed, were passed to be enacted; and they were signed by the speaker and 
sent to the Senate. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 


The house bill relative to the pardoning of felonies (house No. 2282), reported 
by the committee on bills in the third reading to be correctly drawn, as read a 
third time; and it was passed to be engrossed. Sent up for concurrence. Rule 
15 was suspended, on motion of Mr. Ayres, of Weston. 

The house bill making it unlawful for certain persons to operate or cause or 
permit the operation of a motor vehicle or semitrailer unit the weight of which 
exceeds the limit provided by law or the registered weight (house No. 2698), 
reported by the committee on bills in the third reading to be correctly drawn, was 
read a third time; and it was passed to be engrossed. Sent up for concurrence. 

At 26 minutes after 11 o’clock a. m. the speaker declared a recess, there being 
no obiection; and at 21 minutes after 1 o’clock the house was called to order. 

The house bill increasing the salaries of justices in certain district courts 
(house No, 2675, amended) was read a third time. 

Pending the euestion on passing the bill to be engrossed, further consideration 
thereof was postponed, on motion of Mr. Plunkett, of Lowell, until after disposi- 
tion of the remaining matters in the orders of the day. 

Subseouently. the remaining matters having been disposed of, the bill was 
considered further. 
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The committee on bills in the third reading reported, recommending that the 
bill be amended by substitution of a bill increasing the salaries of the justices, 
clerks, and assistant clerks of certain district courts (house No. 2708), which 
was read. 

After remarks Mr. Plunkett moved that the amendment be amended in section 
3 by striking out the words “district court of Peabody,” ; and by inserting after 
the word “dollars”, in the last line thereof, the words “; the salary of the justice 
of the district court of Peabody shall be $4,000"; and these amendments were 
adopted. 

Mr. White, of Lynn, then moved that the amendment be further amended by 
inserting after section 3 the following new section: “Section 5A. Said chapter 
218 is hereby further amended by striking out section SO, as most recently 
amended by chapter 799 of the acts of 1949, and inserting in place thereof the 
following: Section SO. In courts in which the salaries of clerks are established 
by section 79, the salaries of first assistant clerks shall be equal to 75 percent, 
and the salaries of all other assistant clerks shall be equal to 70 percent, of the 
salaries of the clerks of their respective courts.” 

After debate this amendment was adopted. 

Mr. Glaser, of Malden, then moved that the amendment be further amended 
in section 2 by striking out the third and fourth sentences and inserting in 
place thereof the following: “The salaries of the clerks of said district courts 
shall be equal to 75 percent of the justice of their respective courts, except the 
clerk and assistant clerks of the central district court of Worcester. The sal- 
aries of the first assistant clerks of said courts shall be equal to 75 percent, and 
the salaries of the second and third asistant clerks of said courts shall be equal 
to 60 percent, of the salaries of the clerks of their respective courts.” 

After remarks on the question on adoption of the amendment moved by Mr. 
Glaser, Mr. Helford, of Plainville, moved that further consideration of the bill 
be postponed until Monday next: and after debate the motion was negatived. 

The amendment moved by Mr. Glaser then was adopted. 

The amendment recommended by the committee on bills in the third reading, 
as amended, then also was adopted. The substituted bill (see House, No, 2703, 
printed as amended) then was passed to be engrossed. Sent up for concurrence. 
Rule 15 was suspended, on motion of Mr. Glaser, of Malden. 

Mr. Chadwick, of Winchester, asked unanimous consent to withdraw the motion 
made by him on Thursday last—for suspension of rule 28 (3) so that he might 
offer, from the floor, the petition (subject to joint rule 12) of Harrison Chadwick 
for incerasing the scope of the investigation by the commission established to 
examine the structure of State government by including therein a survey of the 
salaries of officers and employees of the commonwealth holding unclassified 
positions, 

There being no objection, the motion was withdrawn. 

The motion of Mr. Ayers, of Weston, that rule 28 (3) be suspended with refer- 
ence to the petition (subject to joint rule 12) of J. Robert Ayres, Christian A, 
Herter, Jr., William P. Constantino, and Philip F. Whitmore for a legislative 
amendment to the constitution providing a limitation on the time of sessions 
of the general court, was considered. 

After debate on the question on suspension of rule 28 (3), Mr. Ayres moved 
that rule 102 be suspended in order that debate on the pending motion might be 
unlimited ; and after further debate this motion was negatived. 

The house then refused, by a vote of 62 to 62, to suspend rule 28 (3). 

The house bill relative to the duties of the assistant commissioner of State 
airport management (house, No. 1682) was read a second time. 

Pending the question on ordering the bill to a third reading, Mr. Glovsky, 
of Beverly, moved that it be amended in section 1 by inserting after the word 
“commissioner,” in line 12, the words “and shall serve in a dual capacity as legal 
counsel and assistant commissioner without additional compensation.” 

After debate the amendment was adopted, and the bill, as amended, was 
ordered to a third reading. 

Under suspension of the rules, on motion of Mr. Chapman, of Boston, the bill 
(reported by the committee on bills in the third reading to be correctly drawn) 
was read a third time forthwith ; and it was passed to be engrossed. Sent up for 
concurrence. Rule 15 also was suspended, on further motion of the same 
member. 

The recommitted house bill placing the office or position of secretary, State 
racing commission, and of chief accountant and supervising inspector of the 
State racing commission under civil-service laws (house, No. 2191) was 
considered. 
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Pending the question on ordering the bill to a third reading, Mr. Richter, 
of Brookline, moved that it be referred to the next annual session ; and after 
remarks on this motion, further consideration thereof was postponed, on motion 
of Mr. Harrington, of Everett, until after disposition of the remaining matters 
in the orders of the day. { 

Subsequently, the remaining matters having been disposed of, the bill was 
considered further. , . 

After debate on the question on referring the bill to the next annual session, 
67 members voted in the affirmative and 27 in the negative. 

The sense of the house then was taken by yeas and nays, at the request of 
Mr. Walsh, of Lynn: and on the roll call 139 members voted in the affirmative 
and S6 in the negative, as follows: 

Yeas: Allen, Frank H.; Anthony, Charles H.; Armstrong, Jack A.; Asiaf, 
John George: Aspero, Joseph A: Ayers, J. Robert; Babcock, Josiah; Bacheller, 
Everett B.: Baker, Clifton H.: Barnes, Cyrus: Bayley, James C.; Beach, Ray- 
mond H.; Bessette, G. Leo: Bisbee, Charles A., Jr.; Bliss, Carlton H.; Bly, 
Belden G., Jr.: Boot, Frank E.; Boudreau, Samuel J.; Bowker, Everett M.; 
Brennan, Jeremiah F.; Bresnahan, Daniel J.; Bresnahan John C.; Brown, 
Clarence B.: Brown, F. Eben; Brox, John; Bryan, Walter D.; Burke, Harland; 
Burke, James A.: Cahoon, Oscar J.; Campbell, Eldridge E.; Catino, Michael; 
Chadwick, Harrison: Chamberlain, Wendell P.; Collins, J. Everett; Coltun, 
Harry; Constantino, William P.; Costello, John W.; Cournoyer, Leo J.; Cowing, 
William <A.: Cuffe, Walter A.:; Curtiss, Sidney Q.; Davis, John A.; Dean, 
George W.:; DeSaulnier, Edward J., Jr.; Doherty, Thomas J.; Doncaster, James 
R.; Dorman, Allison R.; Duggan, Henry M.; Durkin, Philip J.; Dykeman, 
Arthur H.: Enright, Thomas E.; Farnam, C. Eugene; Farrell, Thomas F.; 
Ferguson, Charles E.; Fitzgerald, Peter F.; French, Stephen L.; Gallagher, 
Francis T.; Gibbons, Charles; Giles, Frank S., Jr.: Glaser, Louis H.; Glynn, 
William A.; Gott, Hollis M.: Gray, Thomas T.; Greene, George; Hailer, Fred- 
erick C., Jr.; Hannon, James E.; Harding, Francis A.; Hays, William E.; Herter, 
Christian A., Jr.; Higgins, Albert F.; Hodgen, Isaac A.; Hoff, Olaf, Jr.:; Holman, 
Charles F.; Hull, Richard L.; Hurlburt, Walter F.; Hutchinson, Fred <A.; 
lannella, Christopher A.; Jenness, William W.; Johnson, Adolph; Johnson, 
Ernest A.; Johnson, Stanley E.; Jones, Allan F.; Joyce, Francis X,; Keenan, 
Henry E.; Keenan, William F.; Keith, Alfred B.; Kelleher, Charles T.; Key, 
Thomas E.; Kimball, Philip K.; Lee, Carter; Lindstrom, Francis W.:; Lombard, 
Gerald P.; Longworth, William; Lord, Raymond J.; Lucey, C. Gerald; Lynch, 
John Pierce; Mahan, Arthur U.; Marston, Charles S., 3d; McCarthy, Michael 
J.; McEvoy, Joseph F., Jr.; McInerney, Timothy J.; McNamara, Francis H.; 
Milano, Joseph A.; Miles, Sherman; Milne, Arthur W.; Mullaly, Charles A., 
Jr.; O'Connor, John H., Jr.; Palmer, Raymond P.; Parenzo, Anthony; Parsons, 
Eben; Perreira, Antone; Pessolano, Michael P.; Putnam, Harold; Quinn, Philip 
A.; Rawson, George E.; Richter, Hibbard; Roberts, Albert E.: Russell, Howard 
S.: Sanderson, Kendall A.; Saulnier, Joseph D.; Scibelli, Anthony M.; Seibel, 
Edwin A.; Skerry, Michael F.; Smith, Fletcher, Jr.; Smith, Roy C.; Snow, 
H. Edward; Szetela, Walter F.; Tanner, Frank D.; Telford, Clarence F.; 
Threster, Irene K.; Tynan, John T.; Vaitses, Theodore J.; Ware, Martha; 
White, Richard J., Jr.; Whitmore, Philip F. ; Williams, David B.; Wood, Albert E. ; 
Worrall, Alton H.; Young, Arthur E. 

Nays: Artesani, Charles J.; Bagley, Earle S.:; Batal, Michael J.; Beades, 
John J.; Blake, Fred A.; Bradley, Manassah E.; Canavan, Harold W.; Caples, 
Richard R.; Carr, William F.; Carroll, Michael J.; Chapman, Philip A.; Chmura, 
Stephen T.; Coady, Thomas F., Jr.; Condon, James F.; Conley, Joseph T.; 
Cronin, Vincent F.; Desmond, Cornelius, Jr.; DesRoches, Theophile J.; Dolan, 
Kkdmond J.; Driscoll, Charles D.; Dwyer, John J.; Feeney, Michael Paul: 
Flaherty, Thomas M.; Gallant, John L.; Gay, Peter B.: Glovsky, C. Henry; 
Good, Francis J.; Gorman, Edwin D.: Graham, Joseph P.; Harrington, Fred C.; 
Hodder, J. Alan; Hurwitz, Nathaniel M.; Iannello, Charles ; Jackson, Herbert L. ; 
Kahalas, Abraham H.: Kaplan, Charles; Kerr, Edward L.: Kiernan, Cornelius 
F.; Kirlin, William W.; Kitchen, Thomas E.; Lally, Bernard M.; Lane, Edmund 
V.; Leahy, Joseph F.; McCarthy, Frank D.; McCarthy, Paul A.; Means, Augustus 
G.; Mirsky, Wilfred S.; Morton, William D., Jr.; Murphy, John E.; Murphy, 
Robert F.; Murray, Cornelius J.; Nagle, Harold C.; O’Brien, James A.; O'Brien, 
William T.; O°Connor, David J.; O'Dea, James L., Jr.: Oliveira, Frank B.: 
O Rourke, John J.; Palmer, Harold A.; Patrone, Charles L.: Piemonte, Gabriel 
Francis; Plunkett, Patrick F.; Porter, George W.; Pothier, Harvey A.; Press- 
man, Meyer; Randall, William I.; Rowman, William H. J.; Ruether, Richard 
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A.; Shea, John M.; Skladzien, Charles J.; Spurr, Thomas H., Jr.; Sullivan, 
Jeremiah J.; Sullivan, Walter J.; Sullivan, William F.; Sylvia, Joseph A., Jr. ; 
Thompson, John F.; Tilden, Nathaniel; Tivnan, Robert X.; Toomey, John J.; 
Umana, Mario; Wall, William X.; Walsh, Joseph F.; Ward, Joseph D.; White, 
Malcolm 8.; Whitmore, Howard, Jr.; Wondolowski, Stanislaus G. 

Yeas 139, nays 86. Therefore the bill was referred to the next annual session. 

Mr. Walsh, of Lynn, then moved that the house adjourn; and the motion 
prevailed. Accordingly, without further consideration of the remaining matters 
in the orders of the day, at 10 minutes after 3 o’clock, the house adjourned, to 
meet tomorrow at 11 o'clock a. m. 









PROPOSED REMOVAL OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION OFFICE FroM Boston 
TO PHILADELPHIA 





(Extension of remarks of Hon. Edith Nourse Rogers, of Massachusetts, in the 
House of Representatives, Thursday, August 16, 1951.) 





Mr. Speaker, under leave granted to extend my remarks in the Recorp, I 
include the following communications relative to removal of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration office from Boston to Philadelphia: 

Boston, Mass, August 15, 1951. 






Hon. Epirn N. Rogers, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

VA jumps Congress re consolidation of VA district offices. Speeding plans. 
Original date for Boston transfer was February 1952; 2 weeks ago date stepped 
up to November 1951. Latest order is for September 10, less than a month. Can 
anything be done? 










RicHarp ABRAMS, 
Brookline, Mass. 








Boston, Mass, July 31, 1951. 





Hon. Epirn N. RocGers, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Urge hold in abeyance question of proposed transfer of death claims from 
Boston to Philadelphia. Savings immaterial and negligible for this item. 
Strongly urge action on your part to leave as is. 








Grorce W. GRADER, 
Department Commander, American Legion, Department of Massachusetts. 






s08SToN, MASS., August 15, 1951. 





Hon. Epirn N. RoGers, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Removal of VA district office from Boston to Philadelphia to take place in 
September. No consideration given employees with regard to time for settling 
affairs here. 








Dororuy Capy AND GreRTRUDE HurwW, 
Dorchester, Mass. 







Boston, Mass., August 15, 1951. 
Hon. Epirn N. RoGers, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Received verbal instruction today to either resign or go to Philadelphia district 
office. Threat that finance could not process our pay and retirement at later date 
if such decision was not made now. Strongly urge you to do what you can for 
me and my fellow Boston VA employees. We are desperate. 

Grorce C. HALE, 
Belmont, Mass. 
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WATERTOWN, MasSs., August 16, 1951. 
Hon. Evirn N. Rogers, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I am veteran’s widow 16 years’ Government service. Has Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration right deprived me of reemployment rights under civil service 
because removal to Philadelphia in September ; impossible account recently buy- 
ing home and minor daughter's attending college here. No employment avail- 
able with other Government agencies due to freeze. 

Emiry M. FLYNN, 





VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
DisTRIcT OFF ice, 
Boston 8, Mass., August 1, 1951. 


You have been informed of the Administrator's plan to consolidate the Bos- 
ton, New York, Philadelphia, and Richmond district offices, to be located in a 
single district office in Philadelphia. 

z. You are requested to indicate in the attached questionnaire whether or 
not you are interested in transferring at Government expense to Philadelphia in 
your present grade. Failure to accept offer of transfer to the Philadelphia 
district office may result in your separation from service. Since this movement 
is a consolidation of functions within the agency, you will not be entitled to any 
reassignment rights in the Boston commuting area. 

3. This questionnaire must be completed and returned through your supervisor 
to the personne! office no later than 5 p. m. August 7, 1951. 

4. The effective date of this move has not yet been determined. However, the 
earliest possible advice of individual action will be given to all employees con- 
cerned, 

GeEorGE D. LIERBKE, 
Acting Manager. 


QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TRANSFER To PHILADELPHIA OFFICE 


ne eee Par eee eT oe Se ape eee EME Ee ae Te! AES Cy a re 

2. (a) I desire to transfer to the Philadelphia district office ee ee 

(b) I do not desire to transfer to the Philadelphia district office________. 

3. If you signify your desire to transfer to the Philadelphia office, complete the 
following: 

(a) Married_.___._--_ NI iivcttitic ins Number of dependents___..__-----_ . 

(b) Give the age and relationship of each dependent who will accompany you 
eb PR aii os ee is 


(d) Give the hi weight of the Saeed moe household effects 
that you expect to take with you________-_-_-___-_-__. 


Signature of e mploye . 


JAMAICA PLAIN, MASs. 
August 14, 1951. 
Hon. Evirn Nourse RoGers, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mrs. RoGers: The people of today are always so willing to criticize and 
never say thanks for a favor that I wish to take this opportunity to sincerely 
thank you for the splendid objection you raised against the moving and consoli- 
dation of the district offices of the Veterans’ Administration. 

It is gratifying to know that not only the veteran but the Federal employee has 
a friend in Washington who is ever ready to defend their rights, privileges, and 
even positions. 

Perhaps this may help to show you what we in Boston are up against in the 
present plans for moving to Philadelphia. 

One of my friends, who just bought a house, has a wife and three children, has 
been applying for work in private concerns. Being onlf 33 years of age, he has 
found that he is too old to be hired as a new employee. 

We in the VA were declared as defense workers and have been made to under- 
stand that we cannot transfer to another agency with status but if we are lucky 
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enough to obtain another position we must resign and then are hired as a 
temporary employee. 

The enclosed notice gives you an idea of what we are up against if we cannot 
move to Philadelphia for any logical and reasonable cause. 

Please note paragraph 2b, which shows that the VA employee is patriotic and 
believes in his Government to such an extent that he even volunteers to die for 
it in an emergency. 

Relative to the present situation, we have been made to believe that if we do 
not go to Philadelphia we may lose our rights as permanent Government 
employees and be severed from the service. 

It doesn’t seem just that in one instance we should be told that we are defense 
workers and frozen on our jobs and in another be told that we move or we have 
no job. 

Incidentally, the move will affect close to 1,000 of us, as the departinents within 
the regional office which service the district office are also affected. 

I am 48 years of age, have 10 years’ Government service (including 2 years’ 
Army service), am a major in the Artillery Reserves, never have been arrested 
even for as much as a small charge as speeding, have been a good citizen, am a 
disabled veteran, plan to be married, and am the present chief of staff of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, department of Massachusetts. However, this letter 
is written not as a member of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, but rather as an 
individual employee who wishes to express his gratitude to you. 

it is my desire to remain in Massachusetts, but will go to Philadelphia if it 
becomes necessary. This seems quite possible, since there appears to be a surplus 
of unemployed in this area, and my disability and age are strictly two strikes 
against me. 

Mrs. Rogers, although I am not in your congressional district, I simply wanted 
to express my deep appreciation for the action you took in Congress in regard to 
this plan of the VA, and I am also reflecting the attitude of all the VA employees 
in the Boston district office. 

Sincerely, 
Cuares R. Lovesoy. 


Jornt RO ano DO MEMORANDUM No, 31 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
Boston, Mass., May 7, 1951. 
Subject: Revision of reemployment rights program. 

1. The following letter from the Deputy Administrator, Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, Washington, D. C., dated April 20, 1951, subject as above, is quoted for your 
information: 

“1. It will be the policy of the VA, except as provided in paragraph 3 below, to 
deny reemployment rights to VA employees being appointed in other defense 
agencies. Accordingly, managers of field stations and the Departmental Per- 
sonnel Officer, Central Office, are delegated authority to deny reemployment rights 
to VA employees, including physicians, dentists, and nurses in the Department 
of Medicine and Surgery being appointed in other defense agencies without 
prior approval of this office. 

“2. The adoption of the above-stated policy is in the best interests of the VA 
and will permit this agency to accomplish its mission. Among the factors 
considered in establishing this policy were the following : 

“(a) The VA has been declared a defense agency in compliance with 38 United 
States Code 693 and it is essential that the accomplishment of the mission as- 
signed to the VA by the various acts of Congress providing benefits to veterans 
not be disrupted through the loss of employees especially trained in VA opera- 
tions and procedures. 

“(b) Approximately 30,000 VA employees are reserve members of the various 
civilian components of the Armed Forces and, as such, are subject to being or- 
dered to active duty if that contingency becomes necessary. A major portion 
of the employees occupying key positions in the VA are reservists. In the 
event these employees are mobilized, naturally it is anticipated that their 
replacements would be selected from trained nonreservist employees. As of the 
present time and since the beginning of the Korean situation, over 4,500 trained 
employees have been called or ordered to extended active military service. 

“(c¢) During the same period indicated in (b) above, the VA has experienced 
the loss of 49,612 employees for all reasons. This turn-over very greatly exceeds 
the turn-over which normally occurs. 
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“(d) Many VA positions are of a shortage category type for which recruitment 
has been proven to be difficult in different areas. While locally in certain areas, 
conditions may exist whereby replacements would be available for employees 
released, positions of that same type would be in a shortage demand in other 
areas, 

“3. However, it is recognized that there may be instances where VA employees 
possess various specialized skills not being used in their present position in the 
VA, and which may be better utilized in the interest of national defense in the 
work programs of other defense agencies. In such exceptional cases, when a 
request is received from the appointing officer of another defense agency for 
the appointment with reemployment rights of such a VA employee possessing 
special technical, scientific, or professional skills, the following procedure will 
be used. The request together with complete data with respect to the employee's 
special skills including the other agency’s basis for effecting the appointiment to 
the position in question in the furtherance of the defense program will be for- 
warded to central office, office of personnel, for agency adjudication. In addition, 
there will be submitted a statement by the manager as to the availability of a 
suitable replacement for such employee. Consideration will thereupon be given 
to (a) the transfer and reassignment of the employee to a position in the VA 
wherein such special skills can be used, or (b) the denial of release with reem- 
ployment rights, or (c) the grant of release with reemployment rights. 

“4. Additionally, when a request. is received from the appointing officer of 
another defense agency for the appointment with reemployment rights of a VA 
employee for whom a qualified replacement is immediately available, the As- 
sistant Administrator for Personnel will be notified of the name, title, grade, and 
organizational location of such employee. A determination will be made in 
central office whether such position is of a shortage category in other areas 
in order to ascertain whether an offer of transfer and reassignment within the 
VA may be made to the employee. 

“5. Managers and the departmental personnel officer will be responsible for 
replying to the appropriate office of the Civil Service Commission when advised 
by the Commission of an appeal by another defense agency which was based 
upon VA denial of reemployment rights. Decisions adverse to the VA which are 
rendered by the Commission will be reported to the Assistant Administrator for 
Personnel, by the most expeditious means, with complete information relative 
to the case. The information should set forth the name, grade, position title, 
organizational location, and the immediate effect on operations which would be 
caused by the release to another defense agency in order that further appeal to 
the central office of the Civil Service Commission may be considered. 

“6. Agency policy as stated in this letter will be disseminated by memorandum 
to all employees in order that they will be fully cognizant of the VA’s position 
with reference to release with reemployment rights for appointment in another 
defense agency and to transfer and reassignment to shortage category positions 
inthe VA. 

“7. The provisions of paragraph 8 b (1) of letter from this office dated March 
5, 1951, subject: Revision of Reemployment Rights Program, are hereby 
rescinded.” 

By direction of the RO and DO managers: 

ARTHUR T. NOREN, 
Assistant Manager. 





VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES. 
Kansas City, Mo., August 15, 1951. 
Hon. Epirn Nourse Rogers, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mrs. Rocers: Just a note to express my grateful appreciation to you for 
the extension of remarks in the August 14 issue of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
regarding Quintus E. Camp. 

I have known Quintus for a great many years. It was always a pleasure 
to work with him while I was an official of the Federal Government and since I 
have occupied my present position with the Veterans of Foreign Wars. I know 
of no man in veterans work who was more sincerely interested in the welfare 
of the disabled veterans of this country, and in their dependents, than Quintus 
Camp, nor do I know anyone who has given more of himself to the cause of our 
disabled veterans than he did. 


88916—51 4 
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Again may I express my grateful appreciation to you for the very kind re- 
marks you made on the fioor of the House of Representatives. 
Sincerely, 
GEORGE E. IJAMs, 
Director. 


NEWTON, MAss., August 14, 1951. 
Congresswoman EpiItH NoURSE ROGERS, 
Washington, D. C.: 


The 260 delegates of Middlesex County Council, representing 18,500 Legion- 
naires, unanimously and vehemently protest the transfer of the district office 
of the Veterans’ Administration from Boston. 

The so-called economies that are claimed for such a plan fade away under 
close scrutiny. 

The lack of service to the veteran and the hardship imposed upon 800 workers 
and their families are very real, however. 

We of Middlesex calll upon you, our representative in the Congress, to mili- 
tantly and zealously resist the move. Our cause will be aided and your position 
will be made clear if we may have a public declaration on your part. 

JosePpH L. Watsu, Commander. 
Attest: 
Lionet J. SApier, Adjutant. 


LOWELL Post, No. 87, INC., 
THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
August 138, 1951. 
Epitn Nourse Rogers, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MADAMS No doubt by this time you have received a telegram advising 
you of the action taken Saturday, August 11, 1951, by Middlesex County 
Council protesting the consolidation of the 12 insurance services offices into*three 
and their endorsement of your bill H. R. 9515. 

Every county council of the American Legion has presented a like resolution to 
be acted upon at our State department convention to be held in Holyoke the 
16th, 17th, and 18th of August. The resolutions of the several States and Terri- 
tories will be acted upon at our national convention at Miami in September. 

Very truly yours, 
JAMES E. BARRETT. 


DEPARTMENT OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, 
Boston, Mass., August 9, 1951, 
Congresswoman EpitH N. ROGERS, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mrs. Rocers: I arrived home this morning and immediately went 
out in search of figures which we talked about yesterday. Please note the fig- 
ures in in the rental space of the Boston district office. They are on the en- 
closed sheet. 

I am also enclosing here for your information the cost estimate of moving the 
district office to Philadelphia. I am sure that you will appreciate these figures. 
It appears to me that they are congressional material. You use them as you 
see fit. 

‘Also enclosed are two forms which were handed to me by one of the em- 
ployees. Many of the members of our organization who are employed in the 
insurance and death-benefit division here in Boston have signed this form “Yes,” 
but they actually signed the form under protest, because they were told that if 
they would sign “Yes,” their job would be prolonged even though they did not go 
to Philadelphia. They asked me whether they did right, and my reply to these 
members was that they should have signed the form “Yes” but with protest, and 
that the Administrator should permit them to sign “Yes” with protest and to 
submit a supplementary form showing whereby they signed “Yes” with protest 
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so that they may show their hardship which they would suffer in accepting the 
position in Philadelphia. 
I trust that these figures are of help to you, and I am sure they will offset 
many of the false figures which were quoted to us in Washington. 
Very truly yours, 
AntTHONY D. TIEso, 
Past Department Commander 


Estimated rental cost of space occupied by Boston district office 


Total space used by district office and for district office operations 


(by segional efice) eunpare feet... .......- ~~ = 100, 000 
Total usable space in building (including space occupied by PBS) 

| EE REP tege ee a eke Rar) NG ES Ee eae See ee re 274, 100 
Total net space occupied by VA regional office and district office 

|” NSC Re Si: eee ave < SOLER Gk td Sa cee eee 256, 600 
Percent total VA space occupied by Oe See 40 
Percent total space occupied by district office-_._._..........._----- 37 
Annual rental cost of building (borne by GSA)__----<---------_--- $100, 000 
Annual rental cost chargeable to district office___._......----- ae $37, 000 


Cost (estimated) of moving Boston district office to Philadelphia 
Cost of moving household goods of 950 people (846 district and 


Rn ap REE SES Core RE td Ss eee ae a ae $311, 385. 00 
Cost of railroad fare, 950 people (not including dependents) - -------- 15, 846.00 
I cb caheclaei a Reerediinanclheoeenntth eg oalda de oe egdleetatrsios- alot ahs asennad pik one 14.13 
| eR cei ay SERRA eS TR Ns 5 Ee nee ee 2.55 

po | IR ate TEMES LOE AS PR eat ees een Somers eee 16. 68 


Cost of per diem, 950 people, 1 day at $9 (not including dependents ) ~ 8, 550. 00 


Cost of moving district office as now operating, 1,646,775 pounds 


(estimated) ; rate, $3 per hundred pounds____-------_-.-_-_-- 49, 403. 25 
ps | ARBRE Ria Pas es CO IE ie eh 7 are NS $385, 184. 25 


2 Approximately 75 percent married, 712; approximately 25 percent single, 238. Mar- 
ried person is allowed 7,000 pounds (maximum). Single person is allowed 2,500 pounds 
(maximum). $5.42 per hundred weight is rate. Maximum weight figures. 


CONSOLIDATION OF District VA OrFrices DETRIMENTAL 


(Extension of remarks of Hon. Thomas J. Lane, of Massachusetts, in the House 
of Representatives, Thursday, August 9, 1951) 


Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my remarks, I wish to include the following 
letter from George W. Grader, department commander, the American Legion, 
Department of Massachusetts, Inc., Boston, Mass. : 


THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
DEPARTMENT OF MASSACHUSETTS, INC., 
Boston, Mass., August 14, 1951. 
Hon. Tuomas J. LANE, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear CONGRESSMAN: Thank you for your letter of August 8 with an 
attached copy from the Veterans’ Administration at Washington signed by Mr. 
Clark, Deputy Administrator. 

It seems to me that his letter is quite similar to the public release that went 
out in which they claim a great deal of savings in salaries and rents by moving 
the Boston office to Philadelphia, However, when one analyzes the matter it does 
not figure out. It seems to me that if it takes 100 people to handle a certain 
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amount of cases in Boston, it will be just as expensive in personnel to handle the 
same amount in Philadelphia. I do not see where there would be any savings of 
money in salary. 

If the rent is $1.25 a square yard in Boston, to handle the same amount of files it 
will be approximately as expensive per square yard in Philadelphia; so I do not 
see where they are saving any money in rents. True, Mr. Clark states that the 
Government owns the Atwater Building in Philadelphia, but in lieu of rent there 
will be heat, cleaning, repairs, etc., which would offset rent if the building were 
owned. 

Therefore, his stutements of savings seem to be far afield. We here in the 
Legion feel, and readily so lL believe, that any consolidation would be detrimental 
to the service of the veterans, widows, and orphans that a grateful Government, 
some years back, through its Congress issued them. It seems to me that it is 
up to this same body of Congress to see to it that these imposed injustices do net 
occur, 

I appreciate your interest deeply as well as the other Congressmen and Sen- 
ators who have also signified their intent to do everything to see that the veterans 
who have made this country safe for democracy are given a democratic regime. 

My warm personal regards, and with kind wishes, I remain. 

Sincerely yours, 
Grorck W. Graver, 
Department Commander. 


Extension of remarks of Hon. Louis B. Heller, of New York, in the House of 
Representatives, Tuesday, July 31, 1951 


Mr. Speaker, shortly after Mr. Carl H. Gray, Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs, announced the decision to transfer the VA district office from New York 
to Philadelphia, I introduced a bill in this House to provide that a VA district 
office shall be maintained in New York. Ina statement explaining the purposes 
of my bill I pointed to the false economy contained in such a move, to the general 
confusion it will cause, to the dislocation it will bring about, and to the hardship 
that will result to the many employees and the hundreds of thousands of veterans 
and their dependents who use the facilities of this office in New York. 

I am very much disturbed by the fact that removal of this office from New 
York will result in tremendous dissatisfaction and lead to great difficulties for 
all those concerned. Already we find large segments of our population protesting 
this removal order, including all major veterans’ organizations. In Kings County 
alone, Which takes in the Borough of Brooklyn, we have 400,000 veterans. They 
require personal assistance and constant contact with the VA district office, 
and these services will be denied them if the office is moved out of New York. 

Mr. Speaker, I am placing in the Record at this time the text of a resolution 
adopted by the Joint Council War Veterans Organization of Kings County, com- 
prised of our largest veterans’ groups, protesting the proposed removal of the 
VA office. I am also inserting into the Record an article from the New York 
Post, What the VA Firings Mean, indicating how this removal order is affecting 
the employees, many of whom are disabled veterans. The resolution and an 
article are as follows: 


“RESOLUTION OF THE JOINT COUNCIL WAR VETERANS ORGANIZATION OF KINGS COUNTY, 
COMPRISING THE UNITED SPANISH WAR VETERANS, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF 
THE UNITED STATES, AMERICAN LEGION, DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, JEWISH 
WAR VETERANS, CATHOLIC WAR VETERANS, ARMY AND NAVY UNION UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA, AT ITS SPECIAL MEETING HELD IN BOROUGH HALL, BROOKLYN, N. Y., ON 
AUGUST 18, 1951 


“Whereas— 

“1. The Veterans’ Administration district office at 346 Broadway, New York 
City, handles insurance and death claims for all of New York State and Puerto 
Rico, the veteran population of which is 1,750,000—400,000 in Kings County 
alone. 

“2. The Veterans’ Administration intends to abolish the New York office and 
set up a central office in Philadelphia to handle the business now conducted by 
the (1) New York. (2) Boston (New England business), (3) Richmond, Va. 
(North Carolina, Virginia, West Virginia, Maryland, District of Columbia busi- 
ness), (4) Philadelphia (Pennsylvania, Delaware, New Jersey business). 
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“3. The Veterans’ Administration claims that the closing of New York office will 
result in a $1,000,000 annual saving, $478,000 in salaries, $488,000 in rent, and the 
balance in communications, tabulating, and kindred activities, 

“4. The Veterans’ Administration states: ‘Those employed in the Boston, New 
York, and Richmond offices will be given an opportunity to move to Philadelphia 
to work in the new office. 

“5. Continuing the employment of all present employees will not affect any 
saving in salaries. 

“6. The Veterans’ Administration claims that no hardship will result to vet- 
erans who will simply mail insurance premiums to Philadelphia instead of New 
York. 

“7. The rent at 346 Broadway, New York City ($250,000 actually or the Vet- 
erans’ Administration’s statement of $488,000) can be saved by operating the 
district office in the Veterans’ Administration’s own building at 252 Seventh 
Avenue, New York City, where ample space is now available. 

“8. The Veterans’ Administration was created to serve the veterans and their 
beneficiaries. 

“9. The district office also handles death and disability claims which are better 
serviced when decentralized at district level, and enables disabled veterans and 
beneiiciaries of deceased veterans to receive personal fare-to-fare service witb 
its concomitant expedition and understanding. 

“10. It clearly appears that the removal of the New York office (a) will not 
affect any money saving, and (b) it will deprive a veteran population of 1% 
million of a good decentralized service intended by Congress and a grateful 
Nation. 

“We unanimously resolve that— 

“1. We are in accord with the announced purpose of the Veterans’ Administrator 
to save the Government’s money and at the same time maintain service to 
veterans, 

“2. His plan defeats his purpose, 

“3. Our plan effectuates his purpose, 

“4. We, therefore, protest the proposal to abolish the New York district office 
because such action would not result in a money saving to the Government and 
because it would deprive many veterans and their beneficiaries of a valuable 
personal service now rendered by dhe New York office and which cannot be 
rendered them by a centralized Philadelphia office. 

“D. We recommend that the New York City district office at 346 Broadway be 
consolidated with the regional office at 252 Seventh Avenue, New York City, 
which will result in (a) a saving of rental expenses, and ()) maintenance of 
present service to veterans which is the announced purpose of the Veterans’ 
Administration.” 


{From the New York Post] 
WHAT THE VA FIRINGS MEAN 
(By Ted Poston) 


Robert J. Esposito, 33, lives with his wife, Geraldine, and 2-year-old daughter, 
Carol, in a neat five-room brick house at 93 Wood Street, Lynbrook, Long Island. 

“It cost us $11,500,” Esposito said, “and I had to borrow and rake and scrape 
together every cent I could get to make the down payment. But it was worth it, 
or so I thought until this came along—” 

The veteran of 4 years of Army service was discussing Veterans’ Administrator 
Gray’s economy order. 

BENEFITS USED UP 


“At least 300 other vets in the district office here are caught in the same jam 
as Iam,” said Esposito. “We used up our GI benefits to get a real start in life. 
We thought we had good permanent jobs here, so we tried to settle down and 
be good citizens.” 

“Now, with no warning and no assistance from the VA itself, we’re ordered to 
uproot our lives, sell out at whatever price we can get and start all over again 
from scratch—in a strange city. 

“But what can I do?’ he asked. “I’ve got to go. At least 70 percent of us 
will have to move to Philly also. We have no choice. With another child coming 
in November, I can't afford to go out and look for another job right now. 
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WILL LOSE ON HOUSE 


“T only have a $4,000 mortgage on my house and my payments are down to $58 
a month, excluding heat. But the real estate people know my predicament, and 
I know I'll never be able to get out of a sale what I’ve put into this house. 

“T can’t even talk about it much to my wife, Geraldine, in her present condition. 
But how can I hope to find a set-up like this in Philadelphia? And I surely can’t 
afford to live there myself and try to keep my family here.” 

The VA Employées Association, which has been fighting the proposed transfer, 
with the aid of Mayor Impellitteri, the city council and New York’s congressional] 
delegation, pointed out that nearly 400 other career VA employees here are in 
Esposito’s position. 

Most of them are committed to GI mortgage payments for 20 to 30 years. 
Others have bought into cooperative apartments at considerable expense. And 
still others have survived the veterans housing crisis of 1945-47 to find fairly 
comfortable apartments in the metropolitan area. 

In this group is Isidore Hechtman, 42, a 100-percent-disabled veteran whose 
pension helps him live on his $2,450 VA salary with his wife, Dorothy, and daugh- 
ter, Barbara, 16. 

Older than the average man who defended his country in World War II, 
Hechtman spent 26 months in the Army and three full years in a hospital after a 
mortar explosion nearly ripped him to pieces in the invasion of the Rhineland. 

Because of his disability, he was able to get a neat, $41-a-month apartment in 
the veterans’ project at 515 Jaffrey Court, Brooklyn. 

“T can just keep my family together on what I get now,” he said. “What will I 
do the months in Philadelphia while I’m looking for a place, feeding, and lodging 
myself there and hoping that we can finally be united again?” 


MAY TAKE MONTHS 


Hechtman, and others similarly situated, may find that it may be more than 
months before suitable accommodations are found in Philadelphia, for the VA— 
so far—has offered no relocation or house-hunting service to the affected workers. 

A spokesman for the Philadelphia Housing Authority told the Post the vacancy 
rate for private apartments or homes in that area is almost nonexistent. 

“There is supposed to be a 1-percent vacancy rate,” he said, “but that is strictly 
fictional. And even that 1 percent is composed of single rented rooms in con- 
verted apartment units. There are few accommodations for family units at all 
and often the few available have restrictions against families with children.” 

But even were more apartments available, they would not be held for New 
Yorkers alone. The nine-hundred-odd New York VA families who are expected 
to make the Philadelphia move must also compete with an estimated eight-hun- 
dred-odd VA families from Boston and seven-hundred-odd from Richmond who 
have also been ordered to move to Philadelphia. 

A survey conducted by the VA Employees Association here revealed at least 
20 percent of the affected New Yorkers are purchasing their homes here on GI 
mortgages, and that the average family has three dependents outside the VA 
breadwinner. 

They estimate that a move to Philadelphia will break up the family units of 
at least 25 percent of the 1,465 employees because some family members who have 
Other jobs here will be unable to move. 

The survey indicated that at least 35 percent of the affected persons are attend- 
ing New York schools under the GI bill of rights and that their education will 
be interrupted, if not disrupted, by the change. : 

Most of the VA employees are proud of the war service which helped them 
hold their jobs in the VA here. But more than one echoed the question Hechtman, 
the disabled veteran, asked: ° 

“How many times can a man be called on to sacrifice?” 


(H. Con. Res. 147, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs has recently announced plans 
for the abolition of the Boston, New York, and Richmond offices of the Veterans’ 
Administration and for the consolidation of the Veterans’ Administration insur- 
ance and death-claims activities heretofore administered by such district offices 
in a single Veterans’ Administration district office in Philadelphia; and 
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Whereas such consolidation would have a serious adverse economic effect 
upon the New England States, which, according to statistics presented by the 
President's Council of Economic Advisers, are already being drained of indus- 
try and population, and upon the New York and Richmond areas; and 

Whereas the present system is being efficiently and humanely administered, 
while the proposed consolidation would result in inefficiency and in hardship 
to the beneficiaries and employees of the Veterans’ Administration, and their 
dependents, who live in New England, New York, and Virginia; and 

Whereas the expense which will be incurred in moving the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration facilities now located in Boston, New York, and Richmond, and the 
continuing confusion which will result therefrom, will more than counteract 
any economies produced by the consolidation of such facilities; and 

Whereas emphasis is currently being placed upon decentralization, rather 
than consolidation, in the operation of the Government: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That it is the sense of the Congress that 
the Veterans’ Administration should not carry into effect its proposed plan to 
abolish the Veterans’ Administration district offices in Boston, New York, and 
Richmond and to consolidate the insurance and death-claims activities here- 
tofore administered by such district offices in a single Veterans’ Administration 
district office in Philadelphia. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you, Mrs. Rogers. 

We have with us Congressman Gary, of Virginia, who will now 
speak to us. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. VAUGHAN GARY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Gary. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I appre- 
ciate this opportunity to appear before your committee. 

I want to say that we have several of the representatives of the 
Richmond office here who would like to testify. We have a situation 
there where approximately 75 percent of the employees of the Rich- 
mond office are veterans. 

I am told that of the men-employees, only three are not veterans. 

Most of the difference in percentage is due to the women who are 
employed in the office, the typists. 

I should like to say that 58.4 percent of these veterans are buying 
their homes. They have felt that they had permanent employment 
with the Government. They are on permanent status. They have 
purchased homes in Richmond and have anchored themselves with 
permanent residences there. 

Under that condition they were given 24 hours within which to 
decide whether or not they would pull up their stakes in Richmond 
and move to Philadelphia. 

I just do not believe that a hard-hearted corporation, as we some- 
times refer to one, would handle its employees that way. Yet they are 
frequently referred to as hard-hearted in the halls of Congress. 

I have tried my best to get some stay of the proceedings. I have 
contacted the White House and I have contacted the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration and yet the orders have gone forward. 

Not only is that true, but they said that the target date—that was 
a new expression to me, but I take it that by that they meant the time 
at which they were aiming to move—was 6 months, and they have 
cut that down now to 30 days, or less than 30 days. 

And during this entire time, we in the Congress have been trying 
to get some tangible evidence of the savings. 
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It would seem to me that if what is said here is true, we should 
know, in the first place, why if consolidating four offices will save all 
of this money, you do not consolidate all of them in one office. Then, 
theoretically, you would save more money. 

Of course, the veterans would not get the same service, but the 
Veterans’ Administration says they are just as close to the office re- 
gardless of where it is, as close as the nearest mailbox—all they have 
to do is to address a letter. We know that sometimes it takes a long 
time to get letters answered, and so forth, with the various agencies. 

Mr. Harpy. You are not referr ing to your experience with the Vet- 
erans’ Administration, are you 4 

Mr. Gary. I have had considerable difficulty at times getting infor- 
mation, Although I will say this, that most of my correspondence 
with the veterans’ agency has been with the Richmond and Roanoke 
offices and they have been ver vy prompt. And I want to keep the 
office in Richmond where I know will get good service. I have been 
getting prompt attention there. 

IT am told by the head of the Death Claims Department that in 
Richmond today there are only 32 death claims pending. They are 
that close, that far up in their work. At one time—this witness is 
here to testify—when this transfer was made in 1946, when they de- 
centralized, there were hundreds of them pending. And it took 
months to get them settled. Now they settle their death claims within 
30 days, sometimes within a week or 2 weeks, as has been stated here. 
And there are only 532 pending. . 

We have good administration. Our people are satisfied. I do not 
want to see that situation disturbed. I believe we might get some 
economies although I seriously question that. I am certain we are 
going to lose a great deal in efficiency. 

I am told by the officers there this: They say there is no travel. 
I am told at times they go out from the office and get reports when 
they cannot get them in. I understand that is against instructions, 
that instructions are to write the veteran, and if. they do not get a 
reply, just to let things go, put it in the suspended file. As a matter 
of fact, they go farther than that. They know that some of these 
veterans are not accustomed to filling out forms. Of course, industry 
now is getting to the point where it can fill out most anything. They 
have so many forms to fill out. However, the individual is not ac- 
customed to filling out forms. The VA employees go out at times to 
help the veterans and get these forms filled in. You would not get 
that service in a centralized office. 

I think the service is going to be materially weakened. And for 
that reason I have certainly opposed the rapidity with which this 
move has been taken. I have asked for time so we may find out the 
real facts. 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you, Congressman Gary. 

Mrs. Rocers. There are 20 or 25 persons from Boston, some of 
them representing the Governor and the Mayor and veterans organ- 
izations and personnel. They and their spokesman would like very 
much to be heard. 

Mr. Lanuam. If you will have them select a spokesman, we will be 
glad to hear their spokesman, 

I had a letter from the Governor which will be put in the record, 
but if you will ask those representatives to select somebody to speak 
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for them, we shall be glad to hear from him. We will not have time 
to hear from them all. 

Mrs. Rocers. When will they be heard, have you any idea? 

Mr. Lannam. [ would say that when we finish with the officials 
this afternoon. 

Mr. Gary. I hope that you will not limit them to that. I have no 
objection to limiting the time. I hope you will not limit them to one 
representative because we have from Richmond one insurance repre- 
sentative, one from the Death Claims Division, and one representing 
the whole body of the employees. I would like for all three of those 
to be heard from Richmond. 

Mr. Lanuam. Are those official employees ? 

Mr. Gary. They are official employees. 

Mr. Lannam. If you will give the list of those employees, whom 
you want to testify, to Mr. Casey we will be glad to hear them just as 
far as we can go. 

We have Congressman Multer, from New York, and we shall be 
glad to have any statement that the Congressman would like to make. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Muvrer. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I ap- 
preciate and thank you for the invitation to attend here this morn- 
ing. I know that the same invitation has gone forward to practically 
all the Members 

Mr. Lannam. Yes. We notified all of the members from New 
York and Massachusetts and Virginia. 

Mr. Mvutrer. I believe that most of the Representatives from New 
York who could not be here will send statements to you. 

Mr. Lanuam. May I say at this point that Congressman John 
Rooney called me this morning and expressed his regret that he could 
not be here, but asked that I express his opposition to the move. 

Mr. Muvrer. And Congressmen Latham and Quinn ask that their 
opposition to the move be recorded. They unfortunately cannot be 
here. 

Mr. Keogh was here a few moments ago, and unfortunately had to 
leave. I believe he will be back before the hearings are closed. But 
if he should miss that, he too wants to be recorded as vigorously in 
opposition to this move. 

I do not want to burden the committee with any lengthy statement. 
I am opposed to this move, as I think most of the Members of the 
House are. I think you have received communications from our 
mayor of the city of New York, as well as from officials of the State 
of New York, which I know that you will make part of the record, 
voicing their opposition. 

It was only a few months ago that we in New York City were faced 
with a similar situation. The Veterans’ Administration sought to 
move a part of the Brooklyn office into the Manhattan office, and we 
were able to demonstrate then that there would be no saving and no 
economy, and a loss of service to the veterans. Even in that short 
move just across the East River from Brooklyn to Manhattan did not 
warrant the move, and the erder was withdrawn. And shortly after 
that order was withdrawn, I was told off the record by some of the 
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employees of the Veterans’ Administration that there was another 
move afoot which, as soon as the furor that that created had died 
down, would be confronting us again. And here it is now. 

I introduced on August 8 H. R. 5084, which, if enacted into law— 
and I hope it will be—will prevent the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs from making any such move in the future except after 60 days’ 
notice to the appropriate committees of the Congress if Congress ‘is in 
session, or if not in session, until 30 days after the convening of the 
Congress. 

I think that if we succeed in stopping this move, and I think we 
should, we will probably be faced with other moves of this kind, and 
it is destroying the morale of the employees, and it is a bad thing. 

Mr. Lanuam. May I state on behalf of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, that they have been under constant pressure from the a a 
tions Committee. Mr. Albert Thomas, chairman of the subcommit- 
tee handling their appropr iations, told me that he had constantly been 
punching the Veterans’ Administration and trying to get them to 
make this consolidation and others like it. I just want to say that 
on behalf of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Murrer. I do think, though, whether they are under pressure 
from various committees of the Congress or not, that they ought to do 
these things first, before issuing the ‘order, and that instead of having 
all of this come afterward, and after all these employees have been 
disturbed, it ought to come first. And I think they have overlooked 
a very serious thing, which is more serious today than it has ever 
been. 

Philadelphia, like most large cities, is in an area where housing is 
extremely short. It was short ‘before the critical situation was brought 
into being by Korea. It is worse now, and it is going to get worse 
as time goes on. I wonder if the Veterans’ Administration con- 
sidered 

Mr. Lanuam. We have a telegram, as I recall it, that said that there 
was — housing in Philadelphia. 

Mr. Muurer. That is not the information that I have. 

Mrs. Rogers. At $84 a month. 

Mr. Mutrer. At $84 a month, Mrs. Rogers volunteers. For what? 
A one-room unit ? 

Mrs. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Murer. That is not the information we have been getting in 
the Banking and Currency Committee. The information that we 
have been vetting there is that Philadelphia, like all the other areas 
of the country, is very short of housing. 

We just passed a defense housing bill. We increased by $1,500,000,- 
000 the amount of insurance that FHA may issue, and. we had to limit 
that to the critical defense areas. And Philadelphia has not yet been 
named a critical defense area, not because the housing shortage is any 
less or has improved there, but because you have to channel this new 
housing into the critical defense areas first where we are building new 
plants. 

What are you going to do with these people when you move them 
into this area? Where are they going to live? They certainly will 
not be able to afford to move, and most of them will have to give up 
their jobs. I think that is one very important consideration that has 
been overlooked. 
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I certainly join all the other Members of both Houses in expressing 
the hope and the desire that this move will be stopped, at least for 
the present. 

Mr. Lanuam. I think we ought to keep in mind, however, that the 
Congress does not administer the laws, but we pass the laws, and the 
agencies administer the laws. I somehow doubt the wisdom of mak- 
ing any department submit plans for consolidation to try to save 
money or to work more efficiently. I doubt the wisdom of submitting 
those to the Congress first. 

I appreciate your statement, Mr. Multer. 

We have Mr. Edelstein, the administrative assistant of Senator 
Lehman. 

Would you like to say a word on behalf of the Senator ? 


STATEMENT OF JULIUS C. C. EDELSTEIN, ADMINISTRATIVE 
ASSISTANT TO SENATOR HERBERT H. LEHMAN OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Epeisrern. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Lehman is very appreciative of the courtesy accorded by 
this committee in permitting me just to say a few words in his behalf. 
He is chairman of a committee which is holding hearings on some 
important health legislation, and therefore was unable to be present. 

He merely asked me to say in his behalf that this is a matter which 
he, in association with Senator Ives and with Senators Saltonstall and 
Lodge, have been working on a completely nonpartisan, nonpolitical 
basis, to try to get at the facts. And that was the reason for the very 
extensive set of questions which was addressed to the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, trying to get at the fact of whether there was a real economy 
here or merely a superficial economy, and whether the economy could 
be balanced against the loss in services. 

The principal basis of the request that was made to the Veterans’ 
Administration for delay in carrying out this proposed transfer was 
in order to enable a careful review of the facts as to whether there 
was a real economy here which was raised in doubt by the presenta- 
tion made by Major Clark before the four Senators on August 9. 

IT would just like to say, on behalf of Senator Lehman, that he felt 
very strongly, and the other Senators did, too, as Senator Ives so 
well expressed here a few minutes ago, that pending the justification 
in terms of economy, and all the Senators involved feel very strongly, 
that if there were a real economy and no losses in service, it would 
be a matter to consider, but that there should be no move or no carry- 
ing out of this order in what Senator Lehman described as a shotgun 
manner, inasmuch as the original press release had said that the trans- 
fer would be begun within 6 months and carried on over an 18-month 
period, and now it appears to be ordered to go into effect in a period 
of 60 or 90 days. 

I want to thank the members of the committee for allowing me to 
speak, and say that there will be people here from New York, indi- 
viduals. One of the regional managers of the General Services Ad- 
ministration is here, who will also have some valuable material that 
will cast light on this subject. 

Mr. Lannam. Would you mind giving our counsel the names of 
the witnesses that you would like to have appear? 

Mr. Eperstin. Yes; we shall be very happy to do that. 
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Mr. Lanuam. Thank you, sir. I appreciate your appearance. 

I believe that Senator Saltonstall’s administrative assistant was 
here. Is he now here? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Lannam. We have Mr. Joseph Feeney, Congressman McCor- 
mack’s executive assistant. 

I would like for you to say anything you care to for Mr. McCor- 
mack, 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH F. FEENEY, ON BEHALF OF CONGRESSMAN 
JOHN W. McCORMACK OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Feenry. Thank you, Congressman Lanham. 

Congressman MeCormack asked me to say to the Chairman and 
the members of the. committee that he regr ets his inability to be here. 
and as the chairman knows, and Mr, Hardy knows, he has consulted 
with this committee prior to its formation and since its formation 
indicating that he is very much in opposition to the proposed move 
because he does not believe that it will make for increased efficiency, 
nor will it save the amount of money that the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion indicates it will. 

He has voiced his objection to General Gray, and has communi- 

cated to Major Clark on several occasions with reference to this 
move, and indicate why he objects. He has also indiéated that he 
does not believe it to be in the best interests of the \ veterans, and has 
indicated to General Gray that the purpose of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration was to provide for the best interests of the veterans, and 
therefore he asked me to come here and to tell you that he would 
appreciate your recording him in opposition, and indicates that he 
will talk with you, Chairman Lanham, and with Mr. Hardy, on his 
return with reference to this matter. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you. 

Mr. Feenry. Congressman Lane also indicated to Mr. McCormack 
that he wished to be recorded in opposition to the proposed move. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you; sir. We shall be glad to do it. 

Mr. Feenry. Mr. Chairman, we also have several members of the 
Boston office of the Veterans’ Administration who would like to 
present their views. And if you have no objection, L will get the list 
for you. 

Mr. Lanuam. Will you get them to select a oe Sp 

Mr. Freeney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanuam. We have only 2 days to hold these hearings, and we 
want to make progress just as rapidly as possible. 

We have Mr. Milne, representing Congressman Joe Martin, the 
minority valle and I would like for Mr. Milne to speak. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES N. MILNE, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
TO CONGRESSMAN JOSEPH W. MARTIN OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Mitne. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to represent Mr. Martin, who is unable to be in the city today. 
T shall not burden the committee with any lengthy statement on this 
matter at all. We second what the committee “has already heard in 
opposition to this move and what the committee will hear from the 
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representatives of the employees in the Veterans’ Administration. 
But I do want to thank the committee for the opportunity of being 
here and to record Mr. Martin’s opposition to the proposed consoli- 
dation. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you, Mr. Milne. 

Mr. Hedin is here, representing Congressman Wigglesworth. 

We shall be glad to hear from you, Mr. Hedin. 


STATEMENT OF IVAN A. HEDIN, ON BEHALF OF CONGRESSMAN 
RICHARD B. WIGGLESWORTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Hepin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

You know how Mr. Wigglesworth stands on appropriations, and 
anything to benefit the veterans. He does not believe that this move 
should go through unless the Veterans’ Administration can justify it 
in economy, and that it will not be detrimental to the veterans. He 
believes that the veterans come first, and therefore is opposed to it 
unless they can justify the economy at no detriment to the veterans. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you, Mr. Hedin. 

Is there a representative of any other Senators or any of the Con- 
gressmen interested in this? 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD C. OSTERTAG, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Osrerrac. May I say just one word, Mr. Chairman? 

I more or less concur with everyone, and particularly those from 
the Congress. I feel that we are in a peculiar position as individual 
Members of the Congress, in that most of us—in fact, I believe the 
entire Congress—are very much concerned over the cost of Govern- 
ment, and that efficiency and economy are of the first order, 

Nevertheless, this problem seems to involve two matters: One, a 
satisfying report that the economies will be effected and those econo- 
mies far outbalance the services that might be affected by it. I think 
it was rather a cold response that we Members of Congress have 
received from the Administration, in that they refused to delay this 
plan or action in connection with this plan until all concerned were 
satisfied that it was a move in the interests of economy and that the 
services would not be seriously affected. 

I join with each and every other Member of the Congress in an at- 
tempt to satisfy this situation and to make certain that our veterans 
throughout the whole length and breadth of this area are not seriously 
affected by this move. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you, Congressman. We are glad to have 
your views. 

Major Clark, will you continue now ¢ 

Miss Kastow. I am sorry. 

I am representing Congressman Celler of New York. 

Mr. Lanuam. Very well. 
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STATEMENT OF MISS BERTA KASLOW, REPRESENTING CONGRESS- 
MAN EMANUEL CELLER OF NEW YORK 


Miss Kastow. I wish particularly to express his regret at not being 
able to be here today, and to say that he has given Mr. Casey, through 
me, a statement which he wishes to be placed in the record. 

Mr. Lanuam. Without objection, that will be placed in the record, 
and we appreciate your appearance. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 
















STATEMENT OF EMANUEL CELLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE 
or New YorkK 











I am most sorely distressed by the proposed move of the Veterans’ Administra- = 
tion to consolidate the regional offices located in Boston, New York, and Rich- . 
mond, and transfer their activities to an office in Philadelphia. 

As a Representative from the city of New York, I have received innumerable 
protests and expressions of the deepest concern from all manner of people affected 
by this order, including the mayor, veterans, and veterans’ organizations, and 
families ot veterans. 

Immediately, such a move will uproot some 1,500 residents of New York 
who are employed by the regional office, who will have to leave their homes and 
families in order to maintain their employment status. In addition, thousands ., 
of veterans. their wives, widows, and children in this heavily veteran-populated d 
area will be deprived of direct access to their records and severely hampered 
in doing business with the district office, along with the hundreds of thousands 
in the metropolitan area who are now at a reasonably short distance from the 
office. 

While it is true that the corner mail box will still be situated in the same 
place, cuses involving difficulty will have difficulty compounded as a result of this 
move, 

The question of economy, which has been emphasized by the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, as a prime consideration in this proposal, has not been amply demon- 
Strated, in my opinion. The question of salaries will have to be taken care of 
in Philadelphia just as they are in New York, and the question of space, actual 
physical space which would have to be used in Philadelphia to house all three 
offices, and the suhsequent cost of such space, leaves a doubt as to rental savings 
that may accrue. Also what of the cost of the contemplated move itself, and 
the time taken for it, as well as the subsequent delay in handling of the causes 
while such a move is in process. 

In apn area so large and so heavily populated as metropolitan New York, it 
seems incredible that a district office should not be available to the thousands 
upon thousands of veterans and their families whose need for its services is 
severe and urgent. I sincerely trust that every consideration will be given to the 
niaintenance of these regional offices in their present vicinities, 

Mr. Lanitam. I am sorry to have interrupted the testimony of the 
representatives of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Brownson, do you have any questions of Major Clark? 

Mr. Brownson. Yes. I would like to ask Mr. Clark this: 

You spoke of a specific study being made in May or June of this year. 

In your use of the term “specific study,” what does that imply? I am 
interested in finding out how much of an investigation was actually 
made. . 

Mr. Criark. My statement implies, Congressman, that the Admin- 
istrator directed in a memorandum addressed to four Assistant Ad- 
ministrators, if my memory is not faulty, or five Assistant Adminis- 
trators, that they make a study and make recommendations to him 
whether the space in that Atwater Kent Building could be used for 
the consolidation of other district offices into the Philadelphia office. 
And as a result of that study and recommendation to the Administra- 
tor, he decided to consolidate the district offices at Boston, New York, 












































= ve 


we 


_ 


tl ee 


CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 55 


and Richmond into the Philadelphia office. And that decision was 
made on July 24. 

Mr. Brownson. Could you get us, and insert in the record at this 
point, a copy of that memorandum ? 

Mr. Ciark. Yes, we could. 

(The memorandum mentioned is as follows :) 

JuLy 23, 1951. 
To: The Administrator. 
From: Special committee. 
Subject: District offices. 

1. In your memorandum of July 11, 1951, you appointed and requested this 
committee to study district office operations to determine if the same or better 
service could be given by the consolidation of those offices at a reduced cost of 
operations. 

2. The committee met July 16, 18, and July 23, 1951. It has reached several 
conclusions : 

a. That the ultimate objective should be the consolidation of all district 
offices in one modern Government-owned building ; 

b. That immediate action should be taken to consolidate a district office 
housed in a non-Government-owned building wherever there is space avyail- 
able in another district office housed in a Government-owned building. 

8. The district office in New York is now occupying leased space. There is 
available in the district office in Philadelphia, located in a Government-owned 
building, sufficient space to accommodate the operations of the district office 
in New York. It is estimated that approximately $975,000 will be saved annually 
($486,633 from Veterans’ Administration appropriations), and that the cost 
of the transfer would be approximately $1,000,000. 

4. It is recommended that the Administrator authorize consolidation of the 
district office in New York with the district office in Philadelphia. 

5. If this recommendation is approved, your committee will study the possi- 
bility of making available in the Philadelphia district office additional space 
for the Boston, Richmond, and Atlanta district offices; the possibility of making 
available in the Denver center additional space for the Oakland and Seattle 
offices, and possible combinations in the central and southern areas. 

F. W. KELsEy. 


H. V. Strrrcine. 
CHARLES CURTISS. 
F. H. Drypen. 


Witiis Howarp. 


Mr. Brownson. Was the wording of that memorandum essentially 
as your wording was, whether the space in the Atwater Kent Build- 
ing could be used for the consolidation of other offices? 

Mr. Ciark. Congressman, I can furnish you a copy, but IT would 
rather not be recorded as telling you exactly what the memorandum 
contained without checking it. 

Mr. Brownson. I was just curious, because that strikes me as 
making the requirements determined on the basis of space rather than 
determining them on the basis of operating efficiency. 

How long a lease have you got on those facilities in the Atwater 
Kent Building? Is it owned by the Government now? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. Major, could you bring back that memorandum with 
you this afternoon ? 

Mr. Ciark. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Brownson. You were one of the Administrators that got that 
memorandum ¢ 

Mr. Cuiark. No, sir. Mr. Stirling was one, and Mr. Curtiss was one. 

Mr. Brownson. May I address this request to Mr. Stirling? 

What did you do when you got that memorandum ? 

Mr. Stiruing. I was designated as the chairman of that committee, 
and on that committee were the Assistant Administrator for Contact 
and Administrative Services, Mr. Curtiss, on my left here; Colonel 
Dryden, the Assistant Administrator for Construction, Supply, and 
Real Estate, who is not present in the room; Mr. Kelsey, the Assistant 
Administrator for Finance, who is not present in the room; and 
Mr. Willis Howard, who is the Assistant Administrator for Claims. 

This committee met, and many of us who have been in the organi- 
zation a long time had already definite convictions in regard to the 
consolidation of the district offices, insurance, and death claims. A 
study, as I pointed out in answer to Mr. Hardy’s question, had been 
made on insurance by the Assistant Administrator for Finance and 
a report had been made by him to the Administrator in January of 
this year. That report was available to this subcommittee. 

The Assistant Administrator for Claims, I believe, had already 
made a study of the situation. Of course, Mr. Kelsey, in charge of 
finance, and Mr. Curtiss, in charge of administrative services, and 
Colonel Dryden, in charge of supply, furnished the auxiliary services 
for these two legal functions performed in this district office. 

Mr. Lanuam. May I ask a question there? Did the Hardy com- 
mittee report recommend such a consolidation ¢ 

Mr. Sriruing. Did what ? 

Mr. Lannam. Did the Hardy committee report recommend such 
a move? 

Mr. Srirtinc. You are talking about Congressman Hardy’s 
committee ¢ 

Mr. LannaAm. Yes. 

Mr. Stririinc. Speaking for myself, I do not believe that in reading 
the report, the report liter: ally recommended—I am watching Con- 
gressman Hardy here. 

I can say this, Congressman Lanham: He is interested in this 
consolidation. But I would like to say, Congressman Lanham, that 
the recommendation of this report did not contain the recommendation 
of the consolidation. 

Mr. Harpy. You are so right. 

Mr. Srirtinc. There was a finding, however, in that report, that 
indicated very clearly to people who may not be willing to save money 
that they should start thinking about saving money. 

Mr. Harpy. That is still a good point. 

Mr. Stirtinc. And all through the hearing, Mr. Chairman, I think 
that Congressman Hardy pointedly emphasized that the Veterans’ 
Administration had been studying and studying and studying, and 
it was just about time that they acted. 

Is that correct, Congressman Hardy ? 

Mr. Harpy. I think undoubtedly all through the hearing there 
were plenty of indications that the Veterans’ Administration had 
done a lot of alleged study and very little acting. But the thing 
that is bothering me about this right now, if the chairman will per- 
mit, is a question as to whether this really represents an honest, 
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conscientious study or whether it is some sort of alleged studying 
that has gone on in the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Srirvinc. No, sir. This represents an honest-to-God conclu- 
sion of studies that have been going on for a period of years, Con- 
gressman. | 

Mr. Harpy. That is why I took that tack awhile ago, to see what 
you have all done. That is what Congressman Brownson is leading 
up to right now. And, so far as I have been able to determine from 
the testimony that has thus far been viven, this thing was hatched 
up awfully quickly, and there are some indications to me that it was 
done just to support an arbitrary position by General Gray that you 
are going ahead and do this same thing, and do it quickly before the 
Congress can do anything about it. 

Mr. Srirvine. I think that this flower has been growing for some 
time, Congressman Hardy, and it just came into bloom on July 24. 

Mr. Harpy. I have seen some awfully evil-smelling flowers. 
| Laughter. | 

Mr. Lannam. The committee will be in order. 

Proceed, Congressman Brownson. 

Mr. Brownson. How many times did this committee meet on this 
problem ¢ 

Mr. Striruina. It met three times, sir. 

Mr. Brownson. Three times? 

Mr. Stiruine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brownson. Why was this early moving date selected by this 
committee ¢ 

Mr. Sriruina. I believe, Congreséman, that the committee sincerely 
believed that it would take considerable time to make the move. I 
think the word “move” really included consolidation, complete con- 
solidation. 

Now, the news release said within 6 months. As soon as our Deputy 
Administrator, Mr. Clark, informed the four managers in the Vet- 
erans’ Administration that were brought to Washington on July 26 
and were told of the, Administrator’s decision, one of the managers. 
in particular, felt that as soon as this notice became known to all 
employees the employees would begin looking for jobs, especially 
those who did not wish to move, and that the increment rate of losses 
of personnel would be at such a rate that the work would be affected, 
and the service to veterans would be affected. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, in your press release here you say | reading] : 

Mr. Gray said that the move will start as soon as detailed plans can be 
completed— 

I must admit that, on the basis of the evidence that T have heard 
offered this morning, I am not convinced that detailed plans were 
completed. 

Mr. Harpy. They are in the process of being completed now. 

Mr. Brownson. After the move. 

Mr. Harpy. That is right. 

Mr. Brownson. (Continuing reading :) 
and new personnel replacing those who will not accept transfer can be 
trained— 
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and I suppose that means the people that were given 24 hours notice, 
as our colleague from Virginia pointed out. 


It is estimated that the start will be made within 6 months. 


Now, this thing is dated July 26. 

Mr. Sviurnc. July 26. 

Mr. Brownson. The start will be made within 6 months, and the 
office operating within 18 months. 

Now, what I want to know is, did this committee have anything to 
do with acceler: ating this program to the untoward degree that has 
been evidenced by the actions that have taken place since July 26! 
Was your committee—— 

Mr. Sritinc. I most assuredly deny, Congressman, that there was 
any ulterior motive which is implied as to ‘the moving up of these 
dates. I can sincerely and honestly say to you gentlemen that the 
decision to move Richmond—that was the first decision—grew out 
of a recommendation made by the manager of the Richmond ‘office. 

Mr. Brownson. I am not implying “that there was any ulterior 
motive. But what I am interested in is determining factually, with- 
out trying in any way to prejudge the case, why this press release on 
July 26 says one thing and yet less than a month later we find the 
move virtually an accomplished fact. 

Mr. Harpy. If the gentleman would yield, 1 think that you have 
put your finger on a very important aspect of it, but IT think you are 
attributing it to the wrong cause. I think that Mr. Stirling can tell 
you, if he will, just what the situation was that developed when they 
acted so fast. It was not the formation of this committee. There were 
other considerations. 

Mr. Brownson. I would like to ask him what caused the accelera- 
tion of these plans from the plans as proposed in your press release of 
July 26 to the present schedule. 

Mr. Cuark. I will answer that. 

Mr. Sriruina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ciark. Congressman, when it was decided that there would be 
a consolidation in Philadelphia, the managers‘tof the Philadelphia 
office, the New York office, the Boston office, and the Richmond office 
were ordered into Washington so that they would receive first-hand 
the information on the pending consolidation. 

Mr. Brownson. And about what date was that, sir? 

Mr. Ciark. That was July 26. 

Mr. Brownson. July 26. 

Mr. Casey. Major. they had not been consulted before July 26? 

Mr. Cuark. They had not. 

Mr. Casry. Had the committee been to any branch or district oflice 
prior to July 26% 

Mr. Criark. I am not sure that the committee went out as a com- 
mittee. But the members of the committee have been in branch offices 
many times. 

Mr. Casry. Let me ask Mr. Stirling, as chairman of this committee, 
did you visit any district offices between the time that the comiittee 
was set up and the time that it decided to move / 

Mir. SrirtineG. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Did any of your committee visit any of the district 
offices ¢ 
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Mr. Sriruinc. You mean after this committee was organized ¢ 

Mr. Casey. After the committee was organized. 

Mr. Srimuine. Not that I know of, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. May I ask a question right there / 

Did you at any time visit any of these offices for the purpose of 
determining the wisdom of making a move, or for making any analysis 
whatever in connection with the consolidation ¢ 

Mr. SrintrnG. I visited the Philadelphia district office shortly after 
I became the Assistant Administrator for Insurance—I think that was 
in June—for the purpose of making a determination as to how we 
could utilize certain space in that building, located on the main floor 
of about 103,000 square feet. 

Mr. Harpy. But you were not trying to move to Philadelphia, 
however ¢ : 

Mr. Sriruine. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You were trying to see what you could do with that 
space that you thought you were going to be able to get your hands 
on‘ 

Mr. Srieuinc. We already had our hands on it. 

Mr. Harpy. You already had your hands on it, but you were not 
utilizing it. And, unless you did find some utilization for it right 
quickly, it would be surplus and offered to somebody else; would it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Stirtinc. Not necessarily so, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. [It is a little hard for me to believe; I want to pur- 
sue that with the General Services Administration. But I do not an- 
ticipate that the General Services Administration is going to let 
250,000 or 300,000 square feet of space lie around loose. 

Mr. Stirtine. We had, Congressman Hardy, on the main floor of the 
Atwater Kent Building, where our district office is now housed, about 
173,000 square feet of space which had, prior to June 1, been used by 
our underwriting people for in-service cases, applications for insur- 
ance, and when Public Law 23 came into being—and correct me if I 
am wrong, Mr. Gardner—we surplused about 1,000 people who were 
utilizing that space. That occurred some time in May, as I recall. 

Mr. Garpner. They were actually laid off in June. 

Mr. Srimtinc. In June. And I was asked by the Administrator to 
take a trip to that office to find out just what we could do with that 
space. We were counting on using that space for some of our people 
here in the central office. 

Mr. Harpy. I would like to get back to the question I started off 
on, and try to find the answer. You went to Philadelphia for the 
purpose of trying to see what you could do to utilize the space that 
was going to be vacated. 

Did you at any time contact any of the field offices to be moved for 
the purpose of determining whether it was wise to move them and 
what would be involved in the way of loss of efficiency or what would 
be saved in terms of reduced personnel ? 

Mr. Srirtine. I did not, because the study that had been made—— 

Mr. Harpy. That answers my question. 

Mr. Srreuinc. May I add one statement to it, sir? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Srieirne. Because the study that had been made by my prede- 
cessor, Mr. Breining, I believe, took into consideration contacts with 
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the district offices, and I think that Mr. Trinkle here, who played 
a very important part in that study, can answer that question if the 
Congressman wishes to pursue it. 

Mr. Harpy. I think that I will want to pursue it. But then, to the 
best of your knowledge, there was no contact made—— 

Mr. Srirtinc. Not by this subcommittee, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. By any member of this subcommittee on any of the 
three offices to move? 

Mr. Sriruine. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. To make a personal study as to the wisdom of the 
thing, or what would be saved, or what would be lost ? 

Mr. Srrrurnc. Because it was not believed necessary. 

Mr. Brownson. I have one more question, Mr. Chairman, then I 
am going to have to ask to be excused for a few minutes to go on the 
floor and come back. 

Mr. Lanuam. Very well. 

Mr. Brownson. Major Clark, you are operating here on the basis 
of economy, which I find highly desirable, and on the basis of trying 
to consolidate certain services, which may or may not be justified, 
depending upon whether economy or loss of service results. 

Did you make any estimate, or was any estimate made by your 
committee, sir, as to the increased cost that you were going to under- 
take by accelerating this move as rapidly as you have? 

Mr. Crark. Some consideration was given to that, but it was not 
thought that the increased cost would be of any consequence, Con- 
gressman. 

Mr. Brownson. You do not think it would cost you any more to 
make this move, as you have made it, just acting precipitously and 
quickly, than it would if you had made the move as you planned it 
originally, from 6 to 18 months? 

Mr. Cuark. I think that the cost would be the same whether it 
was made now or next year except this one factor, that as soon as 
our employees were made aware of a possible consolidation, we feel 
sure—in fact we know—that some would seek other employment. 

Mr. Brownson. And you were anxious to keep those employees? 

Mr. Ciark. We were hopeful we could, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brownson. Now, how do you compare that with the fact that, 
as the gentleman from Virginia just said, you gave them 24 hours 
to make a decision as to whether they were going to dislocate their 
homes completely ? 

Mr. Ciark. Congressman, they knew of the move on July 26. When 
a date was finally “determined upon for the movement of the Rich- 
mond office, the manager at Richmond was told to ask the employees 
which employees would be willing to go to Philadelphia so that we 
could give those employees who would not go to Philalelphia a 
30-day separation notice. 

Mr. Brownson. But on July 26 they knew of the move from your 
press release as a move that would take place sometime between 6 
and 18 months, and then precipitously you turned around and asked 
for a 24-hour notice from those employees as to whether they wanted 
to stay with you or make the move. 

Mr. Gary. At which time, Mr. Congressman, they were told that 
if they decided they would not go, they would get separation notices 
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the next day separating them within 60 days. It was 24 hours or 
else. 

Mr. Brownson. Just in leaving, I might comment that that violates 
every known principle of sound personnel practices that is used by 
industry or any other factor of personnel. A sudden change is the 
most disrupting thing to the morale of anything that a personnel 
manager can do. 

Mr. Lanuam. May I ask there, when the decision was made to 
change the moving date of the Richmond office ? 

Mr. Cxark. There was no change of decision that I have any 
knowledge of, Congressman. 

Mr. Lannam. When did you decide it? 

Mr. Cuiark. The letter which was sent to Richmond was dated 
August 7. 

Mr. Lanuam. Had you previously planned to move the Richmond 
office at that time, or 6 months later, or when ? 

Mr. Crark. Our plan was to begin the move as soon as possible 
within 6 months from July 26. 

Mr. Lannam. And your order went out on August 7? 

Mr. Ciark. To Richmond. 

Mr. Lanuam. To Richmond ? 

Mr. Ciarxk. That is right. 

Mr. Lanunam. All right, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casey. And the original plan was to make this move piecemeal ? 

Mr. Cuiark. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. As indicated by the press releases ? 

Mr. Criark. I do not know what you mean by “piecemeal,” Mr. 
Casey. 

Mr. Casey. I do not know what the press release means by “piece- 
meal,” either. But the press release says [reading]: 

A large-scale transfer involving shipments of records of more than a million 
active insurance accounts in addition to numerous other records, will be con- 
ducted on a piecemeal basis rather than all at once. In that way, Mr. Gray 
said, “The Philadelphia office will be able to absorb the extra load without 
impairing service to veterans or their dependents.” 

Mr. Ciark. That is right. We are moving Richmond, and then 
Boston, and then New York; it is piecemeal to that extent. 

Mr. Casey. So that when you issued this press release, your plan 
was exactly the same as it is at the present time ? 

Mr. Ciark. No. We had no fixed definite dates for the movement 
of those offices, Mr. Casey, at the time of the press release. 

Mr. Casey. What transpired between the time of the press release 
and the notice of August 7 that impelled this move immediately ? 

Mr. Ciark. Nothing more than our conviction that any delay would 
cause us to lose people we could not afford to lose. 

Mr. Casry. Do you not realize that the move is going to cause 
you to lose people, anyway ? 

Mr. Ciark. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. And do you not realize that the quicker the move, the 
more people you are going to lose? 

Mr. Crark. No. 

Mr. Casry. Did you lose any appreciable number of people be- 
tween the time that this press release was issued and the time that you 
issued the letter of August 7? 
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Mr. Crark. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Casey. So that up until that time, you had not been losing the 
personnel. Did you not realize that before the press release was issued 
the mere issuance of the press release would have some repercussions 
among the people? 

Mr. Crark. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. When did you first indicate to the General Services 
Administration that you wanted the building in Philadelphia ? 

Mr. Crark. I do not know that I can give you that date. It was 
our understanding that the Atwater Kent Building had been turned 
over to the Veterans’ Administration. Then the Census Bureau came 
to us and requested space to install a tabulating operation in a part 
of the space in the Atwater Kent Building. That was objected to by 
us because we had planned, long before we secured the Atwater Kent 
Building, to have a record depot in which we could place our inactive 
records, now lodged in hospitals or regional offices, and vacate valu- 
able space in hospitals and regional offices. 

The record depot was a project which we thought was very worth 
while and wil not only save money and personnel, but space. 

Mr. Casry. This is some 18 to 20 months ago ¢ 

Mr. Criark. That is approximately correct. 

We moved into the record depot, and we had occupied, if I remem- 
ber correctly, about 200,000 square feet. 

Mr. Casey. So the record depot was established there, notwith- 
standing the fact that the Census was occupying the space? 

Mr. Ciark. That is right. But if we had moved promptly and 
faster on the record program, we would have used the space that was 
then being used by the record depot as well as the space which was 
subsequently used by the Census Bureau. So we opposed the occu- 
pancy of that space by the Census Bureau. 

Mr. Casey. Right there, do you need more space there to increase 
that record depot ? 

Mr. Crark. I think we do; yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. And the fact is that the record depot located there con- 
sists only of Army records? 

Mr. Sitrirne. No, sir. 

Mr. Crark. No. 

Mr. Curriss. They are all VA records, every one of them. 

Mr. Casry. Navy VA? 

Mr. Curtiss. The Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Casry. All the records throughout the country pertaining to 
the Veterans’ Administration are located in Philadelphia? 

Mr. Crark. No, sir. 

Mr. Curtiss. No, sir. The records in Philadelphia are all Vet- 
erans’ Administration records. 

Mr. Casey. What additional records are there throughout the coun- 
try which you could put in Philadelphia? 

‘Mr. Curtiss. There are all kinds of records: Dummy folders, old 
XC folders. Every administrative record that the VA uses and which 
has a relatively long retention period would go through there or 
would be turned over to them for disposition. 

Mr. Criark. Our plan, Mr. Casey, is to determine whenever possible, 
a veteran’s records, either because the veteran is dead or there is no 
running award in the claim, or because we have had no correspondence 
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over a period of years—take that out of the space that it occupies 
in a regional office or hospital and store it in inactive storage space 
in the record depot. And we have millions of such records. 

Mr. Casey. What records do you prepose to transfer to this central 
storage place in addition to the records which are already there? 

Mr. Curtiss. There are pending right now some 7,500,000 so-called 
dummy folders for transfer to the record center. 

Mr. Harpy. What are they ? 

Mr. Curtiss. They are supplemental folders for the old C folders in 
the regional office, that were established prior to World War II, 
mainly. 

Mr. Harpy. They are not duplicates? 

Mr. Curtis. No. But they hive certain papers which are dupli- 

cates. And we are doing away with them, so that we will not have 
these duplicates. 

Mr. Harpy. You did not plan to use good office space for dead stor- 
age of that nature, did you ¢ 

“Mr. Curriss. At the time we had it for that purpose, it was not 
office space. It was manufacturing space. 

Mr. Sener: It has been converted to office space ? 


Mr. Curtiss. That is correct. It has since been converted. 

Mr. Harpy. So actually, from a standpoint of usable storage space, 
it would be a waste of space to do that? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. So having that situation develop, then your objective 
was to see what you could do to keep General Services from letting 
somebody else have that space / 


Mr. Curtiss. No, I do not think that is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Is it not true that you knew —let us see if we can pin it 
down—is it not true that you knew that General Services was pre- 
paring to let somebody else have that space, and is it not true that is 
what sped vou up ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Not at all. 

Mr. Casey. Is it not true that you knew that somebody else needed 
that space ? 

Mr. Curtiss. We did. 

Mr. Casey. And is it not true that that space had been committed 
by General Services as of July 9 of this year ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. I do not know. 

Mr. Harpy. You did not know that ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Ido not know. __. 

Mr. Harpy. Major Clark, did you know that? 

Mr. Ciarx. I did not know it, sir. 

Mr. Lanuam. Do you know it now, Major? 

Mr. Ciark. I know it now. 

Mr. Lannam. Do you know to whom it was committed ? 

Mr. Cuark. I think for the Frankford Arsenal, or some part of 
the Frankford Arsenal. 

Mr. Harpy. I do not suppose that there is any way that we can 
demonstrate it. But I will bet that if we could get behind the scenes, 
we would find that somebody speeded this thing up to keep that space 
from going to the Defense Establishment. 

Mr. Cuark. Mr. Hardy, I can assure you that that it not a fact. 

Mr. Harpy. I have just tried 
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Mr. Cxiark. You will just have to take my word for it. 

Mr. Harpy. I tried to indicate that I doubted very much whether 
it would be possible to establish it. But it does not relieve me from 
the conviction that somewhere down the line there was an effort to 
speed this thing up in order that the Veterans’ Administration could 
keep control of this space, and that is why Mr. Stirling, maybe with- 
out his own knowledge, was put in a position of pushing this thing 
along here right quickly, to ast the Frankford Arsenal from get- 
ting it. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Stirling, you were chairman of this committee. 
Did you know that this space had been committed as of July 9 to the 
Frankford Arsenal ? 

Mr. Stiruinc. When I went to Philadelphia to go over the space 
with Mr. Crosson 

Mr. Casey. What was that date, sir? 

Mr, Sriruine. Mr. Casey, it was before this committee was ap- 
pointed. It had to do, as I pointed out a few minutes ago in my 
testimony, with trying to find out what we could do with 103,000 
square feet of space which had suddenly become vacant, because our 
own people had been using it. When I went to Mr. Crosson’s office, 
Mr. Crosson told me of the space which they had been using. 

Now, that space had not been committed to anybody. 

Mr. Lanuam. Who is Mr. Crosson? 

Mr. Strirtine. Mr. Crosson is the manager of our district office in 
Philadelphia, and he is present in the room. 

Mr. Crosson took me through the whole building. Now, that 
building is a rather large building. It has about 400,000 and some- 
odd square feet of space on one floor. Then on another floor—a 
basement, and it has, I think, about 175,000 square feet of space. 
Then on a subbasement there is about 63,000 square feet of space. 

Mr. Lannam. But you have not answered Mr. Casey’s question. 

Mr. Stirurne. I am going to answer it, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Lanuam. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Strrtine. But I am coming up to it so that the subcommittee 
will have the whole story. 

Mr. Lanuam. It is a roundabout way. 

Mr. Casry. You know that it is not the 103,000 square feet that 
you are talking about_here, or that we are talking about in connection 
with the Frankford Arsenal ? 

Mr. Sriruwnc. When Mr. Crosson took me downstairs, he said to 
me, “Over there is a gentleman who is making arrangements to bring 
in equipment for the Frankford Arsenal.” Now, he made that state- 
ment to me. 

Mr. Casrty. That was before your committee was appointed ? 

Mr. Sririre. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Casey.. Did you bring that information back to Washington? 
You brought it back, but did you give it to him? 

Mr. Srirtinc. As a matter of fact, I did not go up there for that 
purpose at all, Mr. Casey. I went up there for the 103,000 square 
feet of space. 

Mr. Casey. I did not ask that. I asked, Did you tell anyone about 
that in Washington ? 

Mr. Sririrc. I think that General Gray knew it, sir. I did say 
something about it to General Gray, even though he may not have 
known anything about it. 
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Mr. Harpy. You think he already knew? 

Mr. Strruina. I think so, sir. 

Mr. Casey. So at the time that your committee was formed, you 
knew that the Frankford Arsenal was already negotiating to move 
into that space ? 

Mr. Srretinc. I think that I can say that I knew, from what Mr. 
Crosson told me, that the Frankford Arsenal had been promised that 
space, not the 103,000 square feet, but the 173,000 plus the 63,000. 

Mr. Casey. Did you contact the General Services Administration ? 

Mr. Stirtine. No, sir. That is not my business. Colonel Dryden 
is the Assistant Administrator in charge of that. 

Mr. Casey. Who? 

Mr. Srirtine. Colonel Dryden. 

Mr. Harpy. So subsequently, when you went to Philadelphia to 
see what you could do with the space, you knew, then, that you were 
in direct competition with the Frankford Arsenal for that space? 

Mr. Stiruine. I do not know how to make my position clearly, 
Congressman. What I am trying to say is that it never came into 
my mind when I was in the Philadelphia district office, any thought 
concerning the utilization of this space which had been promised to 
the Frankford Arsenal. TI was thinking in terms of the 103,000 square 
feet of space on the main floor, on which our district office is now 
located. 

Mr. Harpy. That 103,000 is not involved in the Frankford Arsenal? 

Mr. Stirtinc. That is absolutely correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me see if I can get that straight now. You were in 
Philadelphia prior to the formation of the committee by General 
Gray, and you learned then that the Frankford Arsenal was negotiat- 
ing for the space and expected to move in and utilize a portion of the 
space in that building—we will put it that way—because you did not 
go there to see about the 103,000 feet at that time, as I understand it. 

So subsequently the committee was established, and then you testified 
a while ago that you went back up there to Philadelphia to see what 
you could do with the space; is that right? 

Mr. Srirtinc. Not after the committee was formed, sir, no, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. That was all before? 

Mr. Sriruinc. That was before the committee. Now, I would like 
to point out to the committee that when this committee made its recom- 
mendation to the Administrator, the 103,000 square feet of space plus 
some more space which our manager, Mr. Crosson, promised that he 
might be able to give up, caused this committee to make a clean-cut 
recommendation to the Administrator that the New York district office 
be moved immediately into that space. There was nothing in the 
report of the committee, in regard to moving Richmond and Boston, 
although we referred in our report to the fact that the Boston and 
Richmond offices should be studied. But we made a definite reecom- 
mendation as to the utilization of that space on the main floor, namely, 
103,000 square feet of space plus some additjonal space which Mr. 
Crosson told Colonel Dryden he might be able to make available for the 
New York district office. 

Mr. Lanuam. Isa copy of that available for the record ? 

Mr. Stiri. I do not have it with me. But I shall be glad to bring 
up this afternoon, sir. 

Mr. Lannam. Go ahead, Mr. Hardy. 
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Mr. Harpy. And you understood that the moving of the New York 
office would in no way impinge upon the plan of the Frankford Ar- 
senal ? 

Mr. Stiruinc. That is correct, sir. That was the committee’s rec- 
commendation. 

Pix Harpy. I think that clears that up a little better than I had it 
ore. 

Mr. Lannam. Very well. Go ahead, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casey. Do you know the date of that recommendation, Mr. 
Stirling? 

Mr. Srirurne. Not offhand, sir, but I have an idea it was several 
days, maybe 2 or 3 days, before July 24. I will have it before the 
committee, sir. 

Mr. Casey. What I was trying to get at is what additional study 
was made of the Boston and Richmond situations between the time of 
your committee’s recommendation and the decision of July 26. 

Mr. Srirrurne. The study made concerning the insurance activities, 
the consolidation of insurance activities, by Mr. Breining, my prede- 
cessor, in January, called for the consolidation of the Boston and 
Richmond offices and New York into Philadelphia. 

Mr. Casey. So there was no new study made by your committee ? 

Mr. Stirurna. No, sir; not for insurance, sir, an Be the report 


that was made in January had been made on the basis of an exhaustive 
study, as we understood it. It had to do with insurance only, and it 
only involved Boston, New York, and Richmond going to Phila- 
delphia. 

Mr. Lannam. Now, is a copy of that report available? 


Mr. Srirurna. I think so. I think that we can get you that. 
Mr. Lanuam. We would like a copy of that in the record. 
(The report mentioned above is as follows :) 


Secret. 
UNITED STATES GOVERN MENT, 
January 5, 1951. 
Office Memorandum, 
To: The Administrator. 
From: Assistant Administrator for Insurance. 
Subject: Consolidation of insurance activities. 

1. In accordance with your request for a recommendation on the above subject, 
there can be little doubt, theoretically, that a centralized insurance operation 
would be most economical and desirable. However, considerations of availability 
of space and experienced personnel make such a plan impracticable, if not im- 
possible, at this time. 

2. It would, however, in my opinion be both possible and advisable to take 
steps to start planning certain consolidations among district insurance offices 
now, and to take steps to effectuate such a move when conditions make it feasible. 
Provided conditions do not worsen, I believe the first move could be made in about 
12 months and the entire operation completed in approximately 3 years. This 
is based on the necessity for training several thousand new employees, the sorting 
and shipping of records in an orderly manner, and the consolidation of the 
records in the receiving offices. It will also be necessary to take into account 
the housing facilities available for employees who may be willing to transfer. 
The whole operation must be carefully planned, in order to avoid the disrupting 
of service to veterans which resulted from the previous ill advised decentraliza- 
tion on a mass basis. 

8. Predicated upon the present information available to me, I believe the 
present district office insurance set-up should be consolidated into six district 
insurance offices. These offices should handle insurance work and death cases 
and should report directly to central office. 
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4. It has not, of course, been possible, within the time allowed, to make a study 
of the space situation and the availability of personnel in various cities to the 
extent that complete knowledge is at hand, and therefore a firm recommendation 
as to actual location of the six offices cannot be made at this time. In any event, 
it must be realized also that the labor market in all areas is presently most 
unstable, and a city where today prospects for personne! are favorable may 
tomorrow be completely changed through the introduction of a new defense 
industry. 

5. However, from information which is at hand, and subject to further study, 
I make the following recommendations as to the States to be included in each 
of the six district insurance areas and the locations of these district offices : 


+ 
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It is realized that this office is disproportionate in size to the others. How- 
ever, congestion of veteran population in the northeastern area and the over- 
lapping of areas due to commuting suburbs of cities would seem to make 
this centralization advisable. The location of this office in Philadelphia is 
predicated on having available for office use all of the space usable for that 
purpose at 5000 Wissahickon Avenue. This would involve moving out the 
stored records now occuping the space. However, there is ample ground 
available for additional building construction should added space be 
required. 
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Denver was selected because there is now some free space there, and more 
particularly because land for construction is available, and it is reported 
to have a most favorable labor market. It is known the labor situation in 
Oakland is bad and in Seattle it is tight. 

6. In connection with the above, may I urge that no publicity be given to this 
matter so that personnel will not be unnecessarily disturbed by reports of trans- 
fers. I am sure you realize how seriously such publicity would impair the pres- 


ent district office operations. 
Haroitp W. BREINING. 


Recommendation approved in principle by Administrator who requested Mr. 
Breining to take the initiative in preparing all plans. No publicity to be given 
at this time. Mr. Breining and Colonel Dryden were among those present at 


time the decision was made. 
O. W. C. 

Mr. Harpy. I wonder if we can distinguish this. Are the depend- 
ents’ and beneficiaries’ claims handled in all three of the same district 
offices ? 

Mr. Srrrurne. That is correct, Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. And at the time that you proposed moving the New 
York office to Philadelphia, did you include in that proposal only 
insurance ? 

Mr. Srirtiva. No, sir. That recommendation, Mr. Hardy, included 
the whole district office of New York. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, was that proposal to include the whole district 
offices, four of them? Was that embodied in the report which Mr. 
Breining had made in January, or did that just cover insurance, or 
did that cover the whole business ? 
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Mr. Srirtine. Mr. Breining’s report covered insurance only, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Insurance only 4 

Mr. Srintinc. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, that being the case, what study did you make of 
the New York situation to supplement Mr. Breining’s report to m- 
clude the dependents’ and beneficiaries’ claims activities ¢ 

Mr. Srimuixc. As you know, Congressman Hardy, the district office 
in Philadelphia has insurance in it, and death claims, both insurance 
and compensation, and pensions. 

The New York district office has had the same. We have always 
believed in the Veterans’ Administration, those who have been close: 
to this thing, for years, that the adjudication of a death claim for 
insurance should involve at the same time the adjudication of a death 
claim for compensation of pension, and that in order to adjudicate the 
death claim for insurance, you have to know whether the insurance 
is in force. 

Mr. Harpy. So they should be together ? 

Mr. Srirtinc. That is correct, sir. So the study that you gentlemen 
are trying to have us give you is a study that has been going on con- 
stantly, and Mr. Howard, our assistant administrator for claims, 
would be very happy, I think, to point out to the committee here just 
why he feels the way he does about it. But that was his reeommenda- 
tion, too. 

Mr. Harpy. I am trying to see this now. You have just brought 
up the point of the interrelationship between the insurance activities 
and the claims activities. 

Now, do I infer, or is it a proper inference to draw, from the fact 
that only insurance was considered by Mr. Breining in his report of 
last January, that Mr. Breining did not consider it essential that the 
two functions be kept together ? 

Mr. Srirvinc. I really do not know, Congressman Hardy, what 
‘~aused the report that Mr. Breining made. It may have been that the 
Administrator requested a study on the basis of insurance only. I do 
not know. But the request that was made by our Administrator to 
this committee, of which I was chairman, encompassed the whole dis- 
trict office set-up. 

Mr. Harpy. But you have not yet given us any indication that a 
survey was made with respect to your claims activities in the New 
York office in connection with your explanation that that entire office 
be moved to Philadelphia. Now, you have said that the insurance 
phases of it were covered in Mr. Breining’s report, but you have given 
us no indication that there was any study made with respect to the 
claims part of the New York office. 

Mr. tet cns One of the five members of the committee, Congress- 
man Hardy, was Mr. Willis Howard, Assistant Administrator for 
Claims. ; 

Now, I think that Mr. Howard is best qualified to answer that ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Harpy. So far as you know, there was no study of the New 
York office made with respect to the transfer of the claims activities 
to Philadelphia; is that correct ? 

Mr. Srirtinc. There was no study made by the committee as a 
whole with reference to the transfer—— 
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Mr. Harpy. Do you know whether any study was made by anybody? 

Mr. Sriruina. I do not know, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. That is all. 

Mr. Lanuam. Mr. Howard is familiar with the situation? 

Mr. Srietine. Yes, sir. He is here in the room. 

Mr. Lanuam. I say, was he familiar with the situation in the New 
York office ? 

Mr. Srreiine. Oh, most assuredly, Mr. Chairman, because they 
get reports on the work regularly from that office, and they have super- 
visors going up there, and Mr. Howard, whom we look on as a very 
efficient Assistant Administrator, knows exactly what is going on in 
that office. 

Mr. Lanuam. All right. Whether a survey was made or not, did 
your committee have a conference about it? 

Mr. Strrrirne. We discussed it, Congressman Lanha'n, in the meet- 
ings the committee had. 

Mr. Lannam. That is what I wanted to know. 

Mr. Srieuine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. But as chairman of the committee, you do not know 
whether there was any actual survey or study made prior to your 
recommendation, your committee’s recommendation, that the entire 
operation of the New York office be transferred to Philadelphia? You 
testified that you did not, I think. 

Mr. Srireurnc. I said that I did not know, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Could I ask him just one more question ? 

Mr. Lanuam. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. It has been referred to several times that in 1946, or 
srior to that, these operations were consolidated in one office at New 

ork, and subsequent to 1946, or in 1946, it was decentralized into 
13 offices. 

Now, do you know whether there has been made a comprehensive 
study, or a comparative study of the costs and of the efficiency which 
prevailed in the New York office during the time of decentralization 
with the costs and efficiency that have prevailed since the 13 offices 
were set up? 

Mr. Stiruina. I do not know. May I ask my assistant, Mr. Gardner, 
if he knows of any such study ? 

Mr. Garpner. I do not know of any comparison that has been made, 
but I do not think that a comparison would be pertinent at all. The 
New York branch of the central office as it was constituted at that time 
was constituted to pass on applications for national service life 
insurance, to establish the premium records for payment by allot- 
ment, and to adjudicate the death claims for insurance, which were 
later added to the office, for men in service, for men in the active 
service only. Of course, we had at the peak some 15,000,000 men in 
the service, and in 1945, immediately sO the war, there began an 
extremely rapid rate of demobilization. That demobilization re- 
quired that that office handle a discontinuance of premium payment 
allotment for every man that had insurance, some 95 percent, the dis- 
semination of information to him as to his rights with respect to his 
insurance, and for those who desired to keep the insurance, a direct 
remittance to keep premiums. 

Mr. Harpy. I appreciate the fact that you had some different sets 
of circumstances, but I am trying to find out if we have utilized such 
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yardsticks as there are available. Now, if my memory serves me 
correctly, there was testimony in the hearings which were held before 
the Government Operations Subcommittee last year indicating that 
the efficiency of the New York office was not so good when it was 
consttidated. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Hardy, at that point may I read into the record a 
quote from the Veterans’ Administration’s annual report for 1946? 

Mr. Harpy. Very well. 

Mr. Casey ( vending) : 

National service life insurance operations have been centralized in the New 
York branch central office. Plans for decentralization were drafted in the fall 
and winter 1945 with complete decentralization of national service life insurance 
to the 13 branch offices scheduled for December 1946. This move will bring 
these operations closer to the veterans, thereby providing better service in con- 
nection with their insurance. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, with that background, and with my recollection 
that the testimony before the Government Operations Subcommittee 
indicated that the performance in the cent afized office in New York 
might be characterized as lousy, it would seem to me that some sort of 
analysis or some sort of comparison, or if necessary, weighing the 
factors, as has just been discussed here, should have been done. At 
least it would have given us some kind of yardstick, and you have 
no yardstick to find out what you are going to get when you con- 
solidate unless you use that experience that you have there. You tell 
us that there has been no cost analysis or comparison made, no ef- 
ficiency comparison made, and you simply brush it off by saying that 
it is not analogous. 

Mr. Lanuam. Mr. Bush, do you have any questions that you would 
like to ask at this point ? 

Mr. Busu. Mr. Chairman, I am very much interested in listening to 
this testimony. It seems to me that there are two issues involved here. 
One is the economy and the other is service. 

Now, Major Clark, at one time were these offices centralized? I 
mean, was all this service handled out of one office at one time? 

Mr. Cuark. Yes, sir; it was handled out of New York. 

Mr. Busu. Now, if it had oeen handled out of New York, there must 
have been a reason for changing it. Will you tell us why? 

Mr. CiArk. The reason was that we could not find space in New 
York to adequately house the entire insurance activities, except by 
having them scattered into 12 or 13 buildings. At that time, it was 
difficult to recruit personnel. And the Administrator had already 
created what he referred to as 13 branch offices in the cities which I 
named a while ago. 

He then decided that because insurance operations in New York 
were not satisfactory, he would send the insurance from New York 
to the 13 branch offices. 

Mr. Busu. Did you not feel, or did they not feel at that time, that 
it would bring the services, the insurance services, closer to the people 
in those areas so that they would have better service ¢ 

Mr. Crark. Congressman, 95 percent of our insurance work is 
handled by mail. That is, we send the policyholder a premium-due 
notice, and we enclose an addressed envelope so that he can put his 
premium remittance in it and mail it to us. And 95 percent of 
our insurance work is handled in that method. 
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Mr. Harpy. Will the gentleman yield right there ? 

Mr. Busu. I yield. 

Mr. Harpy. Do I infer again from your comments, Major, that 
the statement that Mr. Casey made just a moment ago was just 
window dressing, and it was felt necessary at that time to sell some- 
body some unsound proposition ? 

Mr. Cuark. I do not know. The statement was made. Was that 
a Veterans’ Administration statement ? 

Mr. Casey. It was the annual report of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. Harpy. The annual report. 

Now, was that statement true, then ? 

Mr. Crark. That may have been some of the editorial writers 
that you just abolished, Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. Are you saying, then, that that statement was er- 
roneous ¢ 

Mr. Ciark. No. There is some truth in it. That is not fiction, 
exactly. 

Mr. Harpy. That is contrary to what you have just been telling 
us. 

Mr. Cuark. I can assure you that 95 percent of our insurance work 
is handled by mail, and all of our World War I insurance is central- 
ized in Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Harpy. Then this statement was window dressing, in your 
judgment ¢ 

Mr. Ciark. Not wholly, no. 

Mr. Busi. Let me ask you another question, then. By consoli- 
dating this insurance service in one office in Philadelphia, do you feel 
that you can give better service to the insured in this entire area that 
is going to be taken in? 

Mr. Ciark. We feel that we can give just as good service at a re- 
duced. cost of operation. 

Mr. Busu. And your reduced cost of operation is going to be 
brought about by the reduction of personnel, principally ¢ 

Mr. Criark. That is the only cost we are counting at the present 
time. 

Mr. Busu. That is the only cost that you are taking into consider- 
ation to effect a saving? 

Mr. Cuark. We have ‘estimated that this will save $1,300,000 per 
vear, because we can operate the consolidated office with 372 fewer 
people than we now have in the 4 offices. 

Mr. Busu. Three hundred and seventy-two people ? 

Mr. Ciark. Three hundred and seventy-two people. 

Mr. Lanna. Will the gentleman yield at that point ? 

Are there any other additional costs that will offset that saving, 
Major? 

Mr. Ciark. None that I know of, Congressman. In fact, we think 
that this is a very modest estimate. We think that the savings in 
personnel will exceed 372. 

Mr. Lanuam. What about the difference in rent ? 

Mr. Ciark. We pay no rent in the Philadelphia Atwater Kent 
Building. 

Mr. Lanuam. I know. But is that not charged to you? 
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Mr. Cuiark. No; we do not, Congressman. General Services handles 
that. 

Mr. Casey. Do you consider that you are getting that space for 
nothing? Do you consider that that space is being given to you ? 

Mr. Ciark. No. That space has a value, Mr. Casey, of course. 

Mr. Casry. You have taken into consideration other savings than 
the personnel savings? I have all kinds of figures on what the dif- 
ference in rent is going to be. 

Mr. Criark. That is right. But I cannot discuss that subject with 
you because that is handled by General Services. 

Mr. Busu. Major Clark, you are not going to effect any savings in 
rent in Boston, New York, and Richmond ¢ 

Mr. CLark. We are occupying space in New York and Boston for 
which the Government pays rent. 

Mr. Busu. When you give up that space then—— 

Mr. Ciark. General Services may or may not find another tenant 
for that space. We do not 

Mr. Busn. If they do not find it, you will continue to pay the rent? 

Mr. CLark. No, no, we do not pay the rent at all, Congressman. 

Mr. Busu. The Government owns the building ¢ 

Mr. Ciark. No. 

Mr. Busu. Who pays the rent ¢ 

Mr. CLark. General Services pays the rent. 

Mr. Bus. Someone has to pay the rent. I mean, it costs money 
to the taxpayers. 

Mr. Cuark. That is right. 

Mr. Lanuam. Is there no bookkeeping entry charging you with a 
certain amount of rent that goes from your appropriation to General 
Services ? 

Mr. Crark. I think not. Colonel Bowie is here, who is more 
familiar with that phase, Congressman. 

Mr. Busn. If there are no rents charged, then they could rent 
that out to some other services and save money there, could they not ? 

Mr. Cuark. That is right. 

Mr. Busn. There would be a saving? 

Mr. Cuiark. That is true. 

Mr. Bus. In other words, they would get some money. 

Mr. CuLark. Or they could put other Government agencies in that 
space to avoid renting other space for those agencies. 

Mr. Busnu. Now, in reducing your personnel 

Mr. Ciark. Now, in Richmond, Va., there is no rent involved, be- 
cause we are using the buildings which are part of our hospital set-up 
in Richmond. 

Mr. Busu. In reducing your personnel by terminating this service 
and consolidating it, if they will save 372 people, would it not be 
possible to keep these services right in the districts in which they are 
and effect a considerable saving in personnel, and still give pretty 
good service to the people by being closer to them ? 

Mr. Criark. I think not, Congressman. We cannot save super- 
visory personnel if we stay in four different places. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Bush, may I ask a question at that point ¢ 

Mr. Busn. Yes. 








88916——51 6 








74 CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Casey. Is it not a fact that in the Boston office, effective October 
1, the new personnel ceilings will effect a saving of some 100 people? 

Mr. Crark. Effective October 1, we will probably have to adopt 
new personnel ceilings to effect a reduction of 6,000 employees in the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Casey. In connection with these four offices, has the reduction 
in force that is going to be put in, regardless of the move, been taken 
into consideration in this? 

Mr. Cuiark. No, sir. This is separate and apart from any reduction 
in force. 

Mr. Casey. So that there will be a reduction in force imposed on 
top of these 372 employees? 

Mr. Crark. That is very possible. 

Mr. Casry. Now, is it not a fact, Major—and I say this only be- 
cause I happen to know the figures on this one office—that the entire 
job classifications of the Boston office are being transferred to Phila- 
delphia, at least at this point? In other words, every job that now 
exists in Boston is being transferred with the exception of the 10 
top jobs, where the men are going down there on a per diem basis? 

Mr. Crark. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. So that immediately there will be no savings? 

Mr. Crark. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. And when you are transferring your insurance divi- 
sion from the Boston, New York, and Richmond offices, you are 
merely transplanting those divisions physically to Philadelphia in 
the sense that in the Philadelphia building they will be designated 
Boston, New York, Richmond, and Philadelphia district insurance 
divisions, and will operate completely independently of one another? 

Mr. Criark. Only a very short time, Mr. Casey. As soon as it can 
possibly be done, we will have a consolidated index; we will have all 
of the work integrated with the whole set-up, and there will not be, in 
Philadelphia, a Boston unit or a New York unit or a Richmond unit. 

Mr. Casey. Have any plans been developed along that line? 

Mr. Ciark. I am sure there have. 

Mr. Casey. I would like to ask Mr. Stirling that. 

Mr. Stiru:nc. Speaking for insurance alone, Mr. Casey, we propose 
to go in there with the personnel who will be willing to go from Rich- 
mond, Boston, and New York, and keep them as separate units until 
we have integrated those units into one unit. 

Mr. Casey. That is not my question. I am asking concerning your 
plans for integration. Have you developed these plans in detail to 
integrate these four insurance divisions in Boston ? 

Mr. Srirtinc. We have not developed the detailed plans to inte- 
grate at all. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, your plans are going to be developed 
after you get them there? 

Mr. Strruina. “When we get the manager appointed, who is going to 
be Mr. Crosson of that district, and the people who are designated 
for the key jobs, they will play a very important part in it, because 
we believe that the fellow ont in the field ought to hate something to 
say about the operations of his job. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, you are going to leave it to Mr. Crosson 
to work ont procedures as to how those four offices are going to be 
integrated into one? 
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Mr. Srirvinc. We have procedures, Mr. Casey, on all our operations 
right now. We have work measurements. We have everything that 
any good organization may have. All we have to do is to put four 
houses in one house. That is all we have todo. Procedures for every- 
thing are right there. 

Mr. Casry. But no consideration thus far has been given to the de- 
tailed way in which that is to be done? 

Mr. Stirtinc. Consideration has been given, of course, because we 
already know how to do it. 

Mr. Casey. Have you got some concrete plans, so that we can see 
that ? 

Mr. Stmuinc. The concrete plan, Mr. Casey, is just a matter of 
merging these offices. That is all. The procedures of doing the 
operations, like collections of money, posting accounts, and so on, are 
standard procedures. The question is just the over-all supervisory 
work, as to what jobs we can throw out. 

Mr. Casry. Now, you changed your figures, probably not on in- 
surance-—-"— 

Mr. Srrmetinc. No, sir; we have not. 

Mr. Casey. But the press release indicates 292 positions, and you 
now say that 372 positions will be eliminated. 

Mr. Streirnc. In working with the Budget Bureau and the General 
Services, we came up with a firm figure which everybody felt was 
proper and correct, and some of the services other than insurance did 
raise their number of employees involved. 

Mr. Lannam. When will this 372 be effective? When will their 
discharges take place, and how soon will this savings occur ? 

Mr. Sriruinc. Our plan right now, Mr. Chairman, is to complete 
the consolidation on insurance by April 1952, and at the end of that 
time we should be able to show these savings completed without any 
if’s and and’s about it. We may be able to do it before then, and if 
we can, we surely will. 

Mr. Harpy. Under this proposal in which you plan to move all the 
personnel from these three offices into Philadelphia, whom you can 
move, who are willing to go, I believe it has been indicated that all 
the Boston personnel will go. 

Mr. Ciark. No. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that right or wrong? 

Mr. Cuark. No; that is wrong. I think that Mr. Casey indicated 
that from hisinquiry. It would be about 50 percent. 

Is that correct, Mr. Casey ? 

Mr. Casey. What is that? 

Mr. Criark. Fifty percent of the Boston personnel would move to 
Philadelphia ? 

Mr. Casey. Would move to Philadelphia? Actually? 

Mr. Crank. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. Of course, you know, Major, that neither you nor I 
can tell how many of the people in the Boston office or any other office 
will move. 

Mr. Crark. Of course. I was not asking the question that way. I 
thought you had made that statement awhile ago, based upon your 
recent contacts. 

Mr. Casey. From my recent contacts, I would say that if 25 percent 
co, I think that you have as many as will go from the Boston office. 
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I have been advised by the members of the staff who went to the 
other offices that that figure is probably a good estimate for those 
offices, too. 

Mr. Harpy. You are ruining my question. 

The plan was drawn up contemplating that vou would try to get 
every one of the pereaene: from all three of these offices to move to 
Philadelphia; is that right? 

Mr. Criarx. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. So, then, you propose to get these people moved into 
Philadelphia and get them situated in Philadelphia and then fire them 
by next April? 

Mr. Cuiarkx. No, Congressman. We know that we would not get 
all of them to go. We know that. In fact, we are so sure of that 

Mr. Harpy. You might find: yourself in a position of not getting 
the people that do the work to go, and getting too many supervisors. 
Then what are you going to do? 

Mr. Crark. We are carrying the supervisors on the detail status, 
Congressman. That isthe group that you were questioning me about 
a while ago. We carry them on a detail status until we can place 
them or determine what is to be done with them. 

Mr. Harpy. The thing that I cannot get through my head is this. 
You are going to have just as many insurance contracts to handle. 
You are going to have just as many claims. You are going to have 
just as many pieces of paper to handle in a consolidated office as 
you have in all four offices handling them separately; is that not 
right ¢ 

Mr. Ciark. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, then, insofar as the operating people are con- 
cerned, unless you are going to admit that you have gross inefficiency, 
it is going to take just as many of the people to perform that service 
in one office as it does in the four offices. 

Mr. Criark. Mr. Stirling read to the committee a while ago, Con- 
gressman, a list of jobs which he did not intend to have in Phila- 
delphia. 

Mr. Harpy. I understood that. But you have just as much work 
to do, and I still think that my statement goes unchallenged. 

Mr. Lanuam. Might they not work a little harder? 

Mr. Harpy. Now, I do not see why, if you move them to Phila- 
delphia, they are going to work any harder than they do in Boston. 

Mr. Busu. Congressman, that is the point I was going to lead up 
to, to bring this out. I think that we have the same number of claims, 
the same amount of paper work, and the same amount of everything. 
And if there is a saving that can be effected, maybe a few people re- 
duced in one office or another, it might be a little bit more efficiently 
operated and make a saving right where they are. 

Mr. Harpy. I do not think that you are going to get any increased 
efficiency simply by the expedient of taking a fellow who lives in 
Boston and making him live in Philadelphia. 

Mr. Busn. It might be more costly. It could be. 

Mr. Lanuam. Are there any other questions, Mr. Casey ? 

Mr. Casey. Yes, I have one question, Major. 

In this salary savings of $1,300,000, has any consideration been 
given to the possibility that the district manager who has charge of 
1,200 employees at the present time and who will have charge of 4,000 
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later may be presented to the Civil Service Commission for an in- 
creased grade ¢ 

Mr. CLarKk. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, the grades that are now in existence in 
the various district offices in New York, Boston, Philadelphia, and 
Richmond, under your plan, would remain the same ? 

Mr. Cxiark. Your first question was this: Have we given any con- 
sideration ? 

Mr. Casey. Yes. 

Mr. Cuark. As far as I know, we have not. However, in the classi- 
fication of jobs, the Civil Service Commission does give weight and 
consideration to the size of the job, the number of personnel super- 
vised, and so on and so forth. It may be that in the Philadelphia 
office there will be some jobs upgraded. 

Mr. Casry. And it is entirely likely, is it not, Major? 

Mr. Cuiark. I don’t know. 

Mr. Harpy. If you increased the number of people operating under 
one supervisor, you are increasing that supervisor’s responsibility, 
and you are increasing the grade to which he is entitled? 

Mr. Cuiark. That is usually true. But whether that rule would 
be applicable because of this consolidation is something that I can- 
not answer. 

Mr. Harpy. You are getting right around to the same thing that 
I have pointed out here before. You have not made enough of a study 
to know what you are doing. You are just guessing. 

Mr. Lanuam. Are there any other questions, Mr. Casey ? 

Mr. Casey. In other words, these savings are based on the present 
responsibilities of these people in the particular district office in which 
they are presently located ? 

Mr. Strrtine. Mr. Casey, may I say something about our insurance 
work? 

The moneys which are in the record now for the jobs which we are 
surplusing in insurance are the minimum rates of pay for those jobs. 
Many of these employees who will be surplus are drawing the middle 
salary step or the maximum. Now, we do contemplate increased 
grades, because it is only fair that if you give a supervisor who has 
taken on more people or the chief of a division taking on more people, 
or a director of insurance taking on more people—it is only fair that 
he should have the benefit of a higher grade for that increased re- 
sponsibility. 

So in our amount of money for insurance jobs, that is the minimum 
money savings, and the savings are in that right there. 

Mr. Busu. You have taken that into consideration ? 

Mr. Srreuine. Yes, sir, we have; and we did have plans on it, Mr. 
Hardy. 

Mr. Casgy. Will those increased grades obtain all the way down the 
line? 

Mr. Streirne. I could not say right now, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casry. You do not have plans for it, do you? 

Mr. Srirtina. No; I do not want to say that we do not have plans. 
We do have plans. 

Mr. Casey. How can you say that you took into account this re- 
sponsibility ? 
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Mr. Stiriina. We have no responsibility, Mr. Casey, in classifying 
the job. That is the Civil Service Commission’s job. When we make 
this integration of one unit with another and it becomes a more 
responsible unit, maybe more personnel, that job will be reclassified 
by our personnel people, over which we have no control, and ig | 
by the Civil Service Commission. We cannot say whether there is 
going to be an increased grade any more than the Deputy Admin- 
istrator can say that the manager of this new consolidated office would 
go in grade 15. Personally, I believe he should. Maybe he should 
go in grade 16, because it is a big job. 

Mr. Casry. And you so recommend it ? 

Mr. Srirurna. I surely would. 

Mr. Harpy. You might find yourself in a situation of having a 
fellow who is probably a good 13 thrown into a 15 job for which he 
might not be qualified. 

Mr. Srirtinc. That is possible. 

Mr. Lanuam. There will probably be some upgrading. 

Mr. Srieiina. I think that is a fair statement. 

Mr. Lanuam. Is there any way to estimate what that will be? 

Mr. Sriruine. I do not think we could, Mr. Chairman. We could 
ask our classification people in Personnel to take a look at it quickly. 

Mr. Lanuam. I wish you would do that, and furnish that for the 
record. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

I am informed by the Office of the Assistant Administrator for Personnel that 
a firm decision could not be made as to whether a supervisory job, which would 
assume a greater responsibility because of the consolidation of four units into 
one, would be upgraded without having a restatement of the position. The 
redescription of the supervisory jobs will not be prepared until the actual inte- 
gration of these offices begins, which will occur immediately after the offices 
have been physically moved to Philadelphia. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Stirling, by the same token, there is no way of 
your telling this subcommittee definitely that these upgrades are taken 
care of in this $1,300,000 savings ? 

Mr. Srreuinc. What I am trying to say is that so far as the insur- 
ance is concerned, Mr. Casey, the total amount of money is approxi- 
mately, $700,000, and is the addition of the base pay for these jobs. 
The incumbents are getting more than that, therefore any increased 
grade would come out of the savings between the base pay and what- 
ever salaries these individual employees are getting. 

Is that correct, Mr. Gardner? 

Mr. Garpner. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. This reminds me a little bit of a lot of savings that we 
were going to get through the reorganization plan under the Hoover 
Commission recommendation. A lot of people had it in the back of 
their heads that you were going to get savings. But I have not seen 
yet anything that showed any tangible results in that direction. 

Mr. Busn. They seem to be increasing all the time. 

Mr. Harpy. That seems to be the trend. 

Mr. Lanuam. If there are no further questions, the committee will 
adjourn at this time. 

Now, the witnesses from the Veterans’ Administration may be 
excused. Will you furnish the information for which we have asked, 
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and make yourselves available if we should need you after we get 
that information ¢ 

Thank you very much. ° 

We will reconvene at 2: 30. 

(Whereupon, at 12:45 p. m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon- 
vene at 2:30 p. m. the same day. ) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 





Mr. Lanuam. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Mr. Casey. Is Mr. Reynolds here? 
(No response. ) 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Downey? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Downey, of the General Services Administration ; 
is he here? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Hughes? 

Mr. Huaues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Will you come forward, please ? 

Mr. Lanuam. Do you swear that the evidence you will give to this 
subcommittee in this investigation shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so y help 3 you God? 

Mr. Hucues. I do. 





TESTIMONY OF PHILIP S. HUGHES, BUDGET EXAMINER, BUREAU 
OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Casry. Will you state your full name? 
Mr. Huenes. Mr. Philip S. Hughes. 
Mr. Casey. You are now employed by the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Hvanes. I am budget examiner of the Bureau of the Budget 
and I have been designated by the Director to give whatever testimony 
I can to this subcommittee in connection with this investigation. 

Mr. Lannam. Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Hucues. No, sir; I do not. I would like to make a brief oral 
statement. if you would like to have me, of our interest in this matter, 
and then answer any questions that you may have. 

Mr. Lanuiam. We would like to have you do that, and then Mr. 
Casey will ask you questions. 

Mr. Hvcues. All right, fine. 

We have been interested in the problem of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration district offices for a number of years and have studied that 
problem in connection with the preparation and the review of their 
administration budget; and during the course of these studies we 
have become convinced that consolidation as a principle would be a 
source of substantial savings to the Veterans’ Administration without 
any loss of effective service. 

More recently we have felt that the reasons for consolidation were 
becoming more apparent as the volume of work to be processed in the 
district offices declined. 
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We are aware, also, of course, of the inquiries of the Appropria- 
tions Committee into this matter and also the inquiries of the Hardy 
subcommittee, which they made into the matter. 

Mr. Lannam. How much decline has there been in the work in the 
district offices? 

Mr. Hvuenrs. The thing which has happened in the district offices 
is not a decline in the total policies in force; but we have observed as 
time has passed that the activities in connection with those policies 
have decreased. 

The decrease would vary from item to item, depending on the 
nature of the load. 

If I could cite a few examples, perhaps I can make my point clear. 

The activity, for instance, with respect to conversion is showing a 
steady decline as time passes since the end of the war. Those men 
who are interested in converting their policies into a permanent plan 
have made that conversion and their policies remain more or less 
stable on that basis. 

Likewise, I think as men such as myself age, their beneficiary selec- 
tion becomes more stable and there is less change of beneficiaries that 
takes place. Since those matters become more settled, there is less 
apt to be correspondence on the policies, and so on, 

The fact that there is a very substantial decline is reflected in the 
Veterans’ Administration’s work-measurement program figures, 
which involve a number of the significant items of work load. 

Mr. Lanuam. All right. Now, has that decline been reflected in 
the number of employees in these offices? 

Mr. Hugues. Yes, sir; in the district office, I think it is. You will 
find, for instance, I think, that as time has passed the employees as- 
signed to these declining workload activities has likewise declined. 
In other words—— 

Mr. Lannam. What about the total employment ? 

Mr. Hugues. I think there has been no significant change in total 
employment up until the present, at least, for this reason: Policies 
were issued during the war, as you know, on a 5-year renewal basis, 
and that term was later extended to 8 years. 

The time sequence has been such during recent years that the re- 
newal peak has coincided with the decline in these other items of 
workload, counteracting them. 

Also, payment of special dividends, which occurred in 1948 and 
1949, and other compensating factors , 

Mr. Lanuam. So there has been no decline in total workload ? 

Mr. Hugues. That is correct. 

Mr. Lanuam. I thought your statement was that, because of the 
decline in load, you thought that consolidation would be in order. 

Mr. Hucues. Yes, sir; I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Lannam. But, if there were no such decline, then there is not 
a good reason for it. 

Mr. Hugues. My statement was that in the district offices there is 
and will continue to be a decline—— 

Mr. Lannam. Well, there has been no decline in employment, as 
I see it. 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, sir, and the total employment has been 

Mr. Lanuam. I mean in the district offices. 
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Mr. Hvucues. I believe there has been a small decline and there 
will in 1953 and future years there will be a very substantial decline 
because of the-—— 

Mr. Lanuam. Well, these declines always will be in the future. 
They never take place now nor have they taken place in the past. 
Will you go Mad: sir. I do not think you make your point, though, 
that there has been any decline in the workload in the district offices. 

Mr. Hueues. I would be glad to furnish any figures in support 
of my statement that you wish. 

Mr. Lanuam. I wish you would, if you have them. 

Mr. Hucues. Yes, sir. 

(The requested information on insurance-program obligations, em- 
ployment, and workload trends is as follows :) 




















Fiscal year- 





Item 
Estimated, 
1952 





1949 | 1950 1951 



































: Total insurance program administrative obligations $49, 079, 076 $49, 182, 627 $46,345,646 | $40, 000, 000 

: District-office insurance-program administrative obli- 

a gations i ; 33, 815, 562 | 31,113,949 | 30,381, 463 25, 000, 000 
; District-office average employment. __- * iene 12, 544 10, 093 9, 346 7, 812 
és Workload items: 
; Contract changes 4! i = 961, 440 781, 983 712, 066 625, 000 
. Conversions easton . eine bitiend () 137, 431 129, 692 65, 000 
: Renewals peegenmamen tt os . 214, 624 331, 655 986, 533 | 520, 000 
4 Correspondence.................---.--..---...-----}| 4,774,283 | 4,842,470 | 4,519,952 3, 200, 000 








1 Included with renewals. 






COMMENTS ON TABULATION 















Total insurance-program obligations for salaries and expenses increased 
slightly from fiscal year 1949 to fiscal year 1950, declined from fiscal year 1950 
to fiscal year 1951, and will decline still more in the current fiseal year. 

District office insurance average employment and obligations for salaries and 
expenses have declined each year. The decline in district office average employ- 
ment and salary and expenses obligations in both 1950 and 1951 would have 
been greater had not the increase in renewal workload partially offset other 
workload declines in these years. The estimated large decline in district office 
obligations and employment in 1952 is indicative of the drop in renewal load 
anticipated in that year, together with a drop in other workload items. 

It is estimated that district office insurance workloads, employment, and 
administrative obligations will decline still further in fiscal year 1953. 

Mr. Lannam. Proceed, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Hughes, does your statement refer to death ¢laims 
and burial awards? 

Mr. Hugues. I was concerned primarily with the insurance, in the 
statement I made. That is the large segment of the operation. 

Mr. Casry. Well, how about this other segment ? 

Mr. Hucues. I do not believe I would be prepared to state, offhand, 
the status of the death claims and burial awards load. It is my belief 
there is also a decline there, a slow one. 

Mr. Casey. I wish you would check this statement. My information 
is that there will be a continuing increase in the amount of death 
claims and burial awards; and, furthermore, there will be for 15 years 
to come. 


Mr. Hueues. All right, sir, I will check that. 
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(The information requested is as follows :) 








Estimated, 
1952 





Administrative obligations for the district office claims 
li Aes RE a Ate Ee BB $5, 311, 531 | $4, 789, 731 $4, 700, 000 
Workload items: 
Rating actions 62, 063 60, 116 63, 000 
Authorization actions . . «2.2.02. .26se0csccnccunces 374, 696 367, 757 330, 000 

















COMMENTS ON TABULATION 


The small increases in district-office claims workloads estimated for 1952 are 
a result in part of Korean casualties and in part of the increased death rate 
among ageing World War I veterans. The previous trend in both workloads and 
obligations has been slightly downward. No significant changes over 1952 are 
now expected in 1953. 

Mr. Lannam. Would you go ahead? 

Mr. Hucues. As I say, the interest of the Congress in the matter 
stimulated increased interest on our part in the subject and we dis- 
cussed in some detail during the last budget session, at the time we 
reviewed the Veterans’ Administration budget, the possibility of 
consolidation, 

Mr. Breining told us at that time that his activities in connection 
with the payment of dividends did not permit consolidation at that 
point and we postponed further consideration. 

I have wanted to make clear the fact we have felt for sometime that 
consolidation of district offices is a worthwhile economy measure which 
would not result in the sacrifice of essential service. 

We have not participated in this particular administrative decision 
which the Administrator of the Veterans’ Administration has made 
but subsequent to the making of the decision we have participated in 
the coordination of figures received from the General Services Ad- 
ministration and the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Lannam. When were you called to make that coordination? 

Mr. Huanes. I would say it has been during the past 2 weeks that 
we have participated in this. 

Mr. Lanuam. Not during the past 3 or 4 days? 

Mr. Hucues. No, sir; our participation extended beyond that. 

Mr. Lannam. All right. 

Mr. Huanes. And we have worked out with the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration and the General Services Administration an estimate which 
we believe to be reasonable and which indicates sufficiently substan- 
tial savings to justify our making the statement that there is economy, 
a substantial economy, involved. 

Mr. Lanuam. Well now, can you give us those figures? 

Mr. Hucnes. Yes, sir; Ican. I believe Mr. Stirling furnished some 
of the figures this morning. 

In terms of personal services, we are estimating savings of $1,300,- 
000. Would you like some additional copies of this [exhibiting docu- 
ment] ? 

Mr. Casey. Yes, sir; I would like one more copy of that. 
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Mr. Hugues. Would you prefer me to read these or 

Mr. Lannam. Yes; I wish you would. 

Mr. Huaeues. Personal services, a saving of $1,300,000. 

Comunication service, the figure which Mr. Curtiss mentioned this 
morning, is $36,000. 

A net saving on space of $272,000, or a total of $1,608,000. 

Mr. Casey. Will you read the breakdown of that statement, please? 

Mr. Hugues. Yes, sir. The annual total estimated Boston, 
$962,000. 

Mr. Lanuam. Was that a rental item / 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, sid. 

Mr. Lanuam. I mean, the rent is actually paid—the building is 
owned by a private landlord ¢ 

Mr. Hugues. Yes, sir; that is private property. The savings here 
estimated is premised on the assumption of certain moves into the 
space occupied by the Veterans’ Administration, from more expensive 
space. 

Similarly in New York the property is rented and the estimate 
is based on consolidation of other offices in New York in the Veterans’ 
Administration space. 

Annual savings for Richmond are on Government space and repre- 
sent a reduction in maintenance cost which was estimated by General 
Services Administration, and a more or less token estimate of the 
savings to other Government agencies that might be interested in 
moving into this vacated space. 

The total there of $992,000 is offset by an estimate of cost of equiva- 
lent space at Philadelphia of $720,000. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Hughes, at this point, do you accept these figures. 
As a representative of the Bureau of the Budget do you assume re- 
sponsibility for these figures, or are they General Services Adminis- 
tration figures ¢ 

Mr. Hucues. Well, we have received the basic information from 
the GSA. We have reviewed the figures and to the best of our knowl- 
edge they are accurate and reasonable estimates. 

Mr. Casey. Then these are ‘not your figures in the sense that you—— 

Mr. Hucues. Well, we did not collect the basic information. We 
have reviewed the figures as they have been collected and on the 
basis of our review we believe them to be accurate and reasonable. 

Mr. Casry. Well, for example, take the first figure in the Boston 
savings. What review did you make of that, Mr. Hughes? 

Mr. Hucues. We reviewed the space which is involved, the square 
footage, the cost of the space, the cost of the move, and the reasonable- 
ness of those items—we reviewed that. 

Mr. Casey. Well, reasonableness is not a matter of adding up some 
figures contained in a report, is it? 

Mr. Huaenes. No, I think it is more than that. The move contem- 
plated a determination as to whether they are reasonable and whether 
they can be anticipated—I think there is more to a review than just 
adding the figures. 

Mr. Casey. Well, do you know, for example, whether or not it is 
reasonable to assume that the Federal Security Agency at 120 Boyls- 
ton Street, Boston, Mass., would be willing to move to the property at 
55 Tremont Street ? 
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Mr. Hueues. As I understand, the General Services Administra- 
tion has made some preliminary contact with affected agencies. I 
would not be in a position to testify, however, how far they have gone. 

These are their estimates as to how the move can take place and it 
is my understanding they-have made some exploratory contact which 
justifies their making this estimate. 

Mr. Casey. That is just exactly the point I am bringing out, Mr. 
Hughes. You-are in no position to review the space situation other 
than from the reports which you get from the General Services Ad- 
ministration and adding the figures ? 

Mr. Hueues. Well, sir, I think our review is a little more than just 
that. But as to the basic figures, I think you are quite right. 

We are in no position to go back and review GSA’s findings on the 
space and appraise their decision as to how the move should be made. 
They are the a agency for the Government. 

Mr. Casry. Have you reviewed, for example, any data for deter- 
mining what other agencies there might be in Boston, other than the 
ones specified by General Services Administration, which have done 
anything under the—— 

Mr. Hueues. No, sir. We have met with representatives of the 
GSA and discussed their figures with them. 

Mr. Casry. What questions have you asked with respect to these 
figures / 

Mr. Hucues. Well, we asked a variety of questions, some of them 
related to the discrepancies which we originally found between these 
figures and certain Veterans’ Administration figures that we tried to 
reconcile. One of our functions was to arrive at one set of figures. 

Mr. Casey. To go back to the original question, Do you in the Bu- 
reau of the Budget assume the responsibility for these figures? 

Mr. Hugues. Yes, sir, we believe they are reasonable. 

Mr. Lannam. Not “reasonable,” but are they right ? 

Mr. Hucues. Yes, sir; I believe they are right. 

Mr. Casey. Did you look to find what rental has been paid or 

Mr. Hucues. No, sir; we have not made an arithmetical check or 
audit of their actions, but on the basis of contact and examination 
in the limited time that was available, we believe these figures to be 
correct. 

Mr. Casry. When you speak of the limited time available, when was 
the first opportunity you had to review these figures of the savings in 
space with the General Service Administration / 

Mr. Hueues. About 2 days. 

Mr. Casey. What do you mean by that; 2 days ago? 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, sir. I believe it was Monday. 

Mr. Casrty. Monday of this week is the first time you have had an 
opportunity to go over these figures with respect to the savings in 
rental? 

Mr. Hucues. Yes, sir. The wires were not available until then, 
as I understand. 

Mr. Casey. What was not available? 

Mr. Hucues. The wires were not available. 

Mr. Casry. The teletypes, you mean, to the various districts? 

Mr. Hueues. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. So that in your opinion with respect to these savings 
and with respect to any responsibility which you can assume concern- 
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ing these figures, is the result of the review you made between Monday 
and the date of this hearing? 

Mr. Hucues. That is true with respect to the space figures. 

Mr. Casey. This calculation of yours is dated August 23, which 
is today. 

Mr. Hucnes. Yes, sir. That was the date of ditto typing. 

Mr. Casey. Oh. When was the date of the 

Mr. Hvuenes. This tabulation, the one you have there, I brought 
up to you last night. 

Mr. Casey. Did you not have it in your possession Tuesday ? 

Mr. Hucues. I do not believe we did, in that form. 

Mr. Casey. Did I not talk to you on the telephone Monday, before 
I left town? 

Mr. Huenes. That is right. I was hoping that we would have 
the data Monday. I called somebody on the subcommittee staff to 
explain that I did not have them available. I called him again Tues- 
day afternoon, I believe, and arranged to get in touch with you 
Wednesday morning. 

Mr. Casey. Is it not a fact that General Services Administration 
did not furnish these figures to you until Monday ? 

Mr. Hucues. Well, I believe that is the date we got them, that is 
correct. 

Mr. Casey. And you were going to make this review, the possible 
budget review and get these figures to the subcommittee on Monday 
afternoon ? 

Mr. Huceues. No, sir; we were not able to do it, as I just ex- 
plained 

Mr. Casry. Could I have received them Tuesday, if I were there? 

Mr. Hvucnes. We possibly could have gotten them Tuesday night. 

Mr. Casey. I see. Now, with respect to these figures for the cost 
of equivalent space in Philadelphia, I understand the Atwater Kent 
Building is a Government-owned building. 

Mr. Hucues. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Casey. The estimate here is $720,000 which it is presumed, is 
for the space to be occupied by the district offices transferred from 
Richmond and Boston. : 

Mr. Hvuenrs. That is correct. That is General Services Admin- 
istration’s estimate of the cost of the equivalent space in Philadelphia, 
about $3 per square foot; the cost to the Government of the Veterans’ 
Administration’s move to Philadelphia. 

Mr. Casey. Has the Bureau of the Budget any information con- 
cerning that aspect of it; can they say that figure is correct ¢ 

Mr. Hueues. No, sir. We are dependent on GSA as the space 
agency for that. 

Mr. Casry. Exactly. In the case of all of these figures on space, 
you have to rely on the GSA figures. 

Mr. Hucues. Yes, sir; because they are the sole source of 

Mr. Casey. You have to accept what they say. 

Mr. Hugues. No. 

Mr. Casey. You do not accept that $720,000 figure—— 

Mr. Hucues. No, sir. We have also obtained Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration’s ideas of the cost of space. There was a difference of opinion 
as to the price at which the space could be secured in Philadelphia, 
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and on the basis of the discussion this figure was decided on. The 
basic information for the figure was received from GSA. 

Mr. Casey. Well, in the course of your conversation with General 
Services Administration, have you discussed with them their efforts 
to procure additional space for the Frankford Arsenal ? 

Mr. Hvucnes. No, sir; we are not acquainted with the military 
space problem. 

Mr. Casey. Well, is it not pertinent to the discussion of savings to 
discuss the possible expense to which the United States Government 
might be put in order to secure additional space for the Frankford 
Arsenal, provided that is the situation ¢ 

Mr. Hugues. The pertinent fact, as we saw it, was the extra cost to 
the Government as the result of the Veterans’ Administration moving 
into the space in Philadelphia. Or, to put it a different way, the value 
to the Government of the Philadelphia space. The $720,000 is an 
estimate representative of that cost. 

Mr. Casey. If the Veterans’ Administration moved into the space 
which the Frankford Arsenal wants, and the Frankford Arsenal is 
required to pay additional money at a higher rental to go somewhere 
else, is that not a factor to be considered in determining the savings ? 

Mr. Hugues. No, sir; I do not believe so. I do not believe that 
is right, as far as the cost of VA space in Philadelphia. The ques- 
tion is, What is the value of the space into which the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration has moved in Philadelphia ? 

Now, this $720,000 is representative of the cost of the space which 
will have to be procured otherwise, since the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion is moving into it. 

Mr. Casry. Now, then, did I understand you to say that this $720,- 
000 represents what Frankford Arsenal would be required to pay to 
secure additional space elsewhere / 

Mr. Hugues. That is correct. 

Mr. Casey. Is that understanding reached with GSA ? 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, sir; yes, I think that is right. Ithink they made 
their estimate on the basis of the actual Frankford Arsenal space. 

Mr. Casry. All right. Will you continue reading the figures you 
have here, Mr. Hughes? 

Mr. Hueues. The item here on the cost of transfer of personnel 
and dependents, $23,834. 

The origin of that figure is with VA, the agency which is involved, 
based on an estimate that 40 percent of the personnel would move. 

Mr. Casey. This figure is based on the assumption of 40 percent 
of the people in each of the three offices moving ¢ 

Mr. Hucues. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. Do you have any factual data upon which to rely con- 
cerning the accuracy of that figure? 

Mr. Hugues. The 40 percent, you mean / 

Mr. Casry. Yes. 

Mr. Hvuenes. No, sir; I do not know of any solid basis for making 
such an estimate. I think experience would be the only means of 
proving the validity or lack of validity of that particular figure. 

Mr. Casey. Who furnished that figure? 

Mr. Hugues. The Veterans’ Administration. I think this is true 
from the standpoint of the effect of the accuracy or inaccuracy of that 
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figure on the estimate; to the extent that personnel transfer, training 
costs would be reduced. There would be something of an offset be- 
tween these two item—the precise amount of offset would be depend- 
ent on the circumstances. 

Mr. Casey. And the positions of the people transferred ¢ 

Mr. Hugues. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. What is the next figure ? 

Mr. Hucues. Shipment of household and personal effects, $215,630. 

Transfer of records and equipment, $125,710. 

Retraining of personnel, $675,000. 

Alterations and moving expense at the various offices and an esti- 
mate as to the alteration of equivalent space in Philadelphia, $425,000. 

Mr. Casey. Was it by mistake that Richmond is not mentioned in 
that last figure ¢ 

Mr. Hueues. No, sir: I think I indicated up above that most of the 
savings estimated at Richmond are savings of maintenance and opera- 
tion expense which is presently being incurred by the Government. 

I think there is no basis—the plans are not far enough projected to 
estimate the actual space savings. The estimate included there is a 
token estimate—there were no particular plans that could be used as 
a basis. 

I think the alteration cost involved would be small in relation to 
the other items of cost. 

Mr. Casry. In other words, there was no exploration made at all 
with respect to the possibility of moving another agency into the 
vacated space in Richmond ¢ 

Mr. Huaues. Yes, they have made some exploration there. Their 
exploration has not proceeded as far as in Boston and New York. 

Mr. Casty. You do not know how long it took to make that explora- 
tion in Boston, do you? 

Mr. Hueuers. No, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Now, going back to the first item, personal services, a 
minimum of 372 man-years, annual savings, $1,300,000. On that par- 
ticular item, have you accepted the figures of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration to somewhat the same extent as you have the figures of General 
Services Administration on space ¢ 

Mr. Huacues. Not to as great an extent. We have more cognizance 
of personnel matters in the Veterans’ Administration than we have of 
space matters. As I indicated in our review of the budget each year 
we have become aware from the examination of Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration tables of organization that there was a potential overhead sav- 
ings that would result from the consolidation of offices. 

I think the savings is reasonably reflected in the 317 man-years 
here. 

Mr. Stirling, and T believe Mr. Clark, this morning outlined some 
of the positions involved. They are primarily supervisory positions 
of one sort or another. 

Incidentally, in addition to that there will be operational personnel 
savings because of increased efficiency partly as a result of the con- 
solidation of the various offices into one and partly as the result of 
the more adaptable space in Philadelphia for insurance purposes. 

Mr. Casey. Do you know anything about the availability of quali- 
fied personnel in Philadelphia ? 
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Mr. Hueues. No, sir; only that we have been advised that they are 
getting qualified personnel without trouble. We also are aware that 
in the recent issuance of policies to Korean veterans prior to Public 
Law 123, they were able to procure for that job and furnish a staff of 
approximately 1,000 workers which handled the job, even though 
inexperienced, on a basis that appeared to us to compare quite favor- 
ably with the.central offices and field activities. 

Mr. Casey. Do you know anything about the insurance operation 
with respect to those Korean veterans ? 

Mr. Hucues. Yes, I do, in general. 

Mr. Casry. Would you describe that to the committee? 

Mr. Hucues. The operation consisted of the issuance—of the pre- 
liminary work of the issuance of insurance policies to Korean veterans. 

It consisted of the taking of applications, the making up of the 
necessary files and setting up of the premium record cards. There 
was some inquiry and change processing, I believe, and then the mate- 
rial was transmitted back to the central office for further processing. 

Mr. Casry. In other words, and correct me if I have a misunder- 
standing of this, these people in Philadelphia were hired at the time of 
the tremendous influx of service personnel applying for insurance at 
the outbreak of the Korean War. Their applications were first for- 
warded to Washington. Later a special office was set up in Phila- 
delphia. From this time on, applications were sent to this office 
where a folder and a premium account card was made up and a cer- 
tificate issued to the veteran or to his family. The premium account 

‘ard and the folder was then sent to Washington leaving nothing more 
to be done in Philadelphia, not even with premium collection. It was 
all done at the central office in Washington ? 

Mr. Hugues. Premium accounting is done on an allotment basis; it 
is not actually a collection problem. 

Now, I think that they will find some of those people useful in this 
work and I understand they are recruiting many from that group. 

Mr. Casey. Well, when did they start the recruitment ? 

Mr. Hucues. The major part—I think they have some 200 there 
today 

Mr. Casry. The point I am trying to bring out is, do you feel that 
the operation of that special project could train personnel adequately 
for the positions which they would be expected to fill in the regular 
insurance work ¢ 

Mr. Hugues. Well, no sir. I think they have a different type of 
operation to perform. I think the experience would be valuable, and 
I think they would have some of the same, and different personnel— 
they undoubtedly will not be able to get some of the people. I simply 
cite that as one example, at least, that there is some availability of 
personnel there. 

Mr. Casey. I did not understand that. I thought it was a source 
where the people were ready to step in and—— 

Mr. Hucues. No, sir. You asked me if I had information on the 
labor market in Philadelphia and I had only what the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration had said, that they were getting qualified personnel, and 
the only additional information I had was that we had knowledge that 
they had been able to recruit this other force. 

Mr. Casey. Do you know how long it will take to train these people ? 
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> Mr. Hueues. The estimate we have utilized in this cost computation 
is that during the initial year there will be approximately 3,000 man- 
months of training time involved; that is, 3,000 man-months net loss 
because of retraining requirements. 

Mr. Casey. Three thousand man-months. How many actual people 
do they contemplate training ? 

Mr. Hueues. It was premised on approximately 1,000 people. I 
think you will appreciate that the estimate is an estimate dependent 
on the personnel that can be moved from Boston, New York, and 
Richmond to Philadelphia. 

It is also dependent on the ability to be able to recruit partially 
trained people from this other project, and so on. 

Again, the firm and final answer to that is wrapped up with this 
40 percent we discussed previously. I do not know of any way of 
arriving at a precise final estimate here. 

Mr. Casey. Again, this is a subject, the information for which 
the Bureau of the Budget chose to depend on the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration. 

Mr. Hueues. That is right. They were the source of information 
which we reviewed as to the reasonableness of their figures. 

Mr. Casey. Have you noticed an advertisement in the Philadelphia 
Inquirer, recently, exhibiting an effort to recruit 2,000 typists ¢ 

Mr. Hugues. No, sir. I do not know what channels they used 
there. 

Mr. Casey. If there were such an ad, it would be inconsistent with 
your statement that only 1,000 people would have to be trained 4 

Mr. Hueues. No, sir; I do not think that is necessarily so. There 
is a question, first, of how many of these people will actually need 
extensive training. Many of them will be of such grades or with 
such assignments that their training will not be at all extensive. 

These figures are approximations. The 1,000 trainees and the 3,000 
man-months’ figure represent an average based on the 40-percent fizure 
from the district office. Many of those folks will not need 3 months 
or anything like that. 

Mr. Casey. Well, it is true that some will need more than 6 months? 

Mr. Huecues. That is dependent again on the percentage of people 
that transfer from Boston, and that is entirely possible. 

Mr. Casey. It is conceivable that there are some technical positions 
along that line which would require more than 6 months? 

Mr. Hugues. That is entirely possible. I think that it might be 
added that the 6 months—I mean, that trainees would not be entirely 
unproductive during 6 months. Now, the 3-month figure represents 
a period of nonproductivity and it makes allowance, I think, for a 
much longer period of training. 

Mr. Casey. When were you furnished the figure with respect to 
man-years ? 

Mr. Hugues. I think that our receipt of this particular figure was 
the latter part of last week. 

Mr. Casty. That is the 872 man-years and the $1,300,000. Did 
you have this figure Monday when I talked with you on the phone ? 

Mr. Hueues. I think we did have this figure at that time, yes. 

Mr. Casry. Have you been furnished the original figure of 292 
employees ? 
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Mr. Hvuenes. The Bureau was furnished that figure, yes, earlier. [| 
think that was furnished earlier last week. 

Mr. Casey. Earlier last week? 

Mr. Hueues. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. Was it not furnished to you prior to the date of the 
press release / 

Mr. Hucues. I do not recall whether it was. It would not ordi- 
narily be. 

Mr. Casey. If it were furnished to the Bureau, it would be fur- 
nished to you? 

Mr. Hugues. Yes. I mean, it would not ordinarily be furnished 
the Bureau. Our interest in this matter has been subsequent to the 
questions that have arisen about the consolidation. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, your interest in this matter had—you 
were not consulted prior to the announcement that this move would 
take place ? 

Mr. Hucues. That is correct. 

Mr. Casry. So any interest which you have taken now is taken after 
the fact, so to speak ¢ 

Mr. Huenes. That is correct. We have been assigned the respon- 
sibility, so to speak, for putting together an estimated cost which the 
Government, the executive branch of the Government can rely upon, 
and that the various agencies involved can agree upon. 

Mr. Casry. Now, is it ordinary procedure for an agency to make a 
move of this kind without consulting the Bureau of the Budget first? 

Mr. Hugues. Well, sir, we are not ordinarily involved in the assign- 
ment of space at all. 

Mr. Casey. I did not ask for that. 1 asked whether or not it was 
ordinary procedure to make a consolidation of this kind, involving 
the whole east coast of the United States, without consulting the 
Bureau of the Budget first. 

Mr. Hueues. I think under these circumstances, we need not have 
expected we would be consulted because we have discussed the matter 
with Veterans’ Administration at budget hearings in previous years 
and Veterans’ Administration, I am sure, was aware that from the 
standpoint of principle we approved consolidation, 

Mr. Casry. Well, in other words, if you approve something in 
principle, can an agency—it is not required thereafter to check with 
you on individual operations under that principle ? 

Mr. Hucues. Well—vyes, I think that is ordinarily true. 

Mr. Casey. Is that ordinarily true? 

Mr. Huaues. Yes. We cannot be responsible, you understand, 
for the administration of the agency. We do not have the facilities 
and we do not have the jobs. 

Mr. Cassy. Well, under those circumstances, what part do you 
play here? Why are you in the picture now ¢ 

Mr. Hueues. Because after the fact of the decision and after the 
evidence of disagreement as to the desirability of the decision, ques- 
tions arose as to the cost figures which were involved and there were 
some differences of opinion, minor differences, not differences of 
conclusion between the agencies involved—and the Bureau reviewed 





the matter and arrived at this consolidated set of figures. 
Mr. Casey. To what extent have you examined this $1,300,000 fig- 
ure for salaries ¢ 
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Mr. Hucues. We have discussed in considerable detail in the 
past 

Mr. Casey. No, I do not want you to discuss anything in the past. 
I want to know what you discussed with respect to this particular 
figure of $1,300,000. 

“Mr. Hueues. We have reviewed with representatives of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration the specific positions which are represented in 
this total of $1,300,000 and agreed with them that those positions can 
be eliminated and the agreement and our conviction on the matter is 
such that the budget for future years will reflect such a savings. 

Mr. Casry. Do. you have a right to disagree with them on that? 

Mr. Hvuceues. Surely. 

Mr. Casey. What effect would disagreement by the Bureau of the 
Budget have / 

Mr. Hugues. On the figure ? 

Mr. Casey. Yes. 

Mr. Hucnes. I presume under ordinary circumstances we would 
discuss our disagreement with them and try to eliminate it. 

Mr. Casry. Well, you said before that it is not your job to partici- 
pate in the administration of these agencies. It occurs to me that 
it might be the responsibility of the Bureau to decide what jobs they 
need or do not need—— 

Mr. Hucues. I believe that is so. It is also our responsibility 
to review their budget requests. 

Mr. Casey. Well, they do not have a budget request, have they? 

Mr. Hucues. No, sir. They have, however, a budget request pend- 
ing or will have shortly, for 1953, which we will have to review and 
as we review it, we will be interested in the savings which will result 
from the consolidation. 

Mr. Casry. When they present a budget request will they also 
present any possible upgrading as the result of these employees having 
greater 1 ‘esponsibility # 

Mr. Hucues. They have in past years, apart from any con- 
siderations such as this, provided us with a grade-by-grade listing of 
employees, by job title and so on, and we have reviewed that from the 
standpoint of ogranizational structure and also from the standpoint 
of the effect of “changes in grade from year to year on the average 
salary. 

Mr. Casey. In other words, when the budget request comes to you 
for review it contains an intemization of the number of people to be 
employed by the agency according to grade, both for the previous 
fiscal year, for the current fiscal year, and for the ensuing year ? 

Mr. Hucues. Three years, yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. When you are reviewing a budget request, therefore, 
you would be advised at that time concerning the number of additional 
grades, 15’s or 16’s or otherwise, which would be requested during the 
next year as compared with the grades held in previous years ? 

Mr. Hueues. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. But in the computation of this figure, this possible up- 
grading was not taken into consideration, was it ¢ 

Mr. Hucnes. I believe it was. As Mr. Stirling stated this morn- 
ing, they have made their calculations on the basis of the basic salary 
for the people in these positions. Since these people are experienced 
people and since many of them are well up in the grades, there is a 
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substantial safety margin in the figure indicating savings. We agree 
with VA that the savings which will result from this difference are 
adequate to offset whatever increase in average salaries would result 
from the upgrading of some positions. 

Mr. Casey. Well, at the present time, the highest grade involved in 
this consolidation is a grade 14; is that not so? 

Mr. Hueues. That is correct. 

Mr. Casey. Now, it was stated by Mr. Stirling this morning that 
there was a possibility that the top job at Philadelphia might call 
for as high as a grade 16. If the top man gets 16, that would probably 
call for two 15’s; would it not? 

Mr. Hucues. No, sir; I do not think that necessarily follows. 

Mr. Casey. In many agencies where there is a grade 16 at the top, 
does not the top man get two assistants at 15? 

Mr. Hucues. I think that is frequently the case; yes. Of course, we 
are speaking pretty hypothetically since we are working with—well, it 
is a question of what Civil Service might think would be appropriate 
for the top men of the agency ; that is an undecided matter. 

Mr. Casey. There are a lo of hypothetical matters here. It is a 
hypothetical matter, I think, whether the agencies will use this space— 
these are all estimates 

Mr. Huaues. That is right. 

Mr. Casry. These estimates were computed in a hurry. You did 
not get them until Monday of this week. 

Mr. Hueues. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. So, when you are talking about hypothetical questions, 
I think that we might indulge in the practical aspects; in this case 
there will be a Government agency with possibly twice the number 
of people now employed. Is that an extreme hypothesis? 

Mr. Hueues. No, sir; I do not think that is extreme. I think, how- 
ever, that the assumption is that the top grade will go to 16 and, there- 
fore, the subordinates would go to 15, and they would have subordi- 
nates at 14, and so on. That may prove to be extreme, though, and 
lam — prepared to state what the grades after consolidation should 
be, at all. 

Mr. Lanuam. Let me ask you a question right here. Were all of 
these figures which you have here, submitted to you by the Veterans’ 
Administration ; and did you merely approve them / 

Mr. Hucues. No, sir; we did not approve all of them. We have 
made some adjustments. 

Mr. Lanuam. Where have you made adjustments; where are they 
your figures and not those of the Veterans’ Administration ? 

Mr. Hugues. One of the principal adjustments was in the retaining 
or personnel item. We felt that the original allowance of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration for retraining was high and we made an ad- 
justment in that item which they have subseqeuntly agreed to. 

Mr. Lanuam. Any others? 

Mr. Huaues. I believe that is the principal one. As to the list of 
personnel here, we have made no changes. 

Mr. Lanuam. You just accepted all their estimates, except that one? 

Mr. Hucues. Yes, sir. We felt the other estimates were correct. 

Mr. Lanuam. But you know nothing about the correctness of any 
of those figures except that one? 
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Mr. Hueues. Well, sir, we are familiar from records that we have 
with the organizational structure of the Veterans’ Administration, 
and we feel that the list of positions which Veterans’ Administration 
has provided us with here as possible of elimination is possible for 
our purposes. 

Mr. Lanuam. Well, it looks like the Bureau of the Budget, then, 
has just set out to try to justify that move after the fact, and, then, 
it accepted all the figures submitted by the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Hueues. I think our function in this matter, sir, was to review 
Veterans’ Administration figures to attempt to reconcile certain dif- 
ferences in the space, and to see to it that one set of figures was ap- 
plied to this particular consolidation. . 

Mr. Lanuam. But you have not really adjusted any of the figures, 
other than that one, you say. 

Mr. Hucues. Well, we felt they were correct. 

Mr. Lanuam. You just accepted them. 

Mr. Hugues. We would have this qualification, which I think I 
indicated, that we feel the personnel savings indicated are a minimum, 
because we believe there will be operating personnel reductions in 
insurance that will be possible because of the work being more con- 
centrated as an operation—and in better space. 

Mr. Lanuam. Well, now, when do you estimate this saving will 
be made, the total $1,300,000? 

Mr. Hueners. This was a preduct of our discussions with the Vet- 
erans’ Administration and GSA 

Mr. Lanuam. I mean, how soon? They admit that they are not 
going to put these savings into effect immediately. 

Mr. Hucues. We believe that the full savings will be in effect in 
fiscal year 1953. 

Mr. Lanuam. 1953? 

Mr. Hugues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lannam. And not 1952, as testified this morning? 

Mr. Hugues. Well, this is for the fiscal year 1952, that we are 
in. 

Mr. Lanuam. And fiscal 1953 

Mr. Hucues. That would be the year starting July, next year. 
For the current year, the cost which we have listed in the bottom 
section of this tabulation represents the offsetting cost of this first 
year and the difference would represent our estimate of the first year’s 
savings, Which would be relatively very small. 

Mr. Casey. How much are they going to save in the fiscal year 
1952? 

Mr. Hueues. The difference would be approximately $150,000, or 
the difference between $1,608,000 and $1,465,174. 

Mr. Casey. I do not understand that kind of computation. The 
figure of $1,300,000 you do not expect to save until the fiscal year 
1953. How can you bring it into being in connection with com- 
puting the 

Mr. Hucurs. Oh, you are correct ; yes. 

Mr. Casey. Have you got any figures that will show what the 
situation is? 

Mr. Hueues. No, sir. We have not reduced this “Personal serv- 
ices” figure by the lag in time that would take place because of the 
delay in moving and so on for the current year. 














94 CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Casey. Do you have any opinion as to whether or not there 
will be an increase or decrease in the expenses of the Veterans’ Ad- 


ministration during fiscal 1952? I 
Mr. Hueues. As far as we know now, there would be no additional wW 
money necessary. 
Mr. Casey. Well, where is this coming from, the $1,465,000 ? Ww 


Mr. Hueues. Well, some of it would result from savings in rental, 
for instance, that will be achieved very quickly whenever the move 
takes place. Some of it will be obtained during the course of the year, th 
as personnel are eliminated, communications savings, and so on. 

Mr. Casry. Well, they are not going to use money appropriated for 
the purpose of.transferring records and equipment and personal in 
belongings of employees; are they ? 

Mr. Hugues. Well, I think they are going to have to make some 
adjustments in the allotments; but I do not know what the plans of in 
the Veterans’ Administration budget people are on that. Their 
appropriation for “Salaries and expenses” is a lump sum, and they 
have some freedom of allocation within that total, with reasonable 


justification. | 
Mr. Casey. Is it not a fact that the decision, as far as the executive Ye 
branch of the Government is concerned, to make this move and this rig 
consolidation was, as far as you were concerned, and as far as the’ 
Bureau of the Budget was concerned, made by higher authority ? tiv 
Mr. Hucues. Well, the decision to make the move was made by the me 
Administrator. I understand he has consulted with the President. 
Mr. Casry. And do you understand that the President has given ha 
approval of this move? 
Mr. Hvueues. I do not know. ma 
Mr. Casey. At any rate, he has not indicated to the Bureau of the ion 
Budget that he approves that move? ] 
Mr. Hvuenes. As far as I know, there has been no indication. ] 
Mr. Casey. And at any rate that has no bearing on the fact that you ] 
are now coming into the picture after the fact. } 








Mr. Hucues. Yes, sir. Our entry into the picture is simply from ant 
the standpoint of the cost involved. } 
Mr. Casry. What I was trying to say was: Is it not a fact that } 
the President has approved it and therefore you people feel that you J 
are bound to support it? , I 
Mr. Hucnes. No, sir; I would not think that is our position at all. 
The move has been made, We have participated in a review of the anc 
move, which arose out of the discussions which the Administrator’s \ 
decision caused. We were not a participant of the original decision. 
Mr. Lanuam. Has the President called upon the Bureau of the TES 
Budget for any figures concerning this or any other information $ L 
Mr. Huaunes. As far as I know, there has been no such formal com- D 
munication. I believe there was an informal request to participate in C 
the review of the estimate of cost and savings involved. | 
Mr. Lannam. Did that come from the President ? B 
Mr. Hvuenes. Either he or someone on his staff. I am not sure N 
where it came from. N 
Mr. Casey. Well, in order to get the picture straight, we were fur- N 
nished these figures pertaining to savings—to the personnel—about y 
last Thursday or Friday dire 


Mr. Hvuenes. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Casey. For the first time. 

Mr. Hugues. As far as I know, yes. We had a preliminary list, as 
I indicated, before that. This particular set of figures we did not see 
until about that date. 

Mr: Casey. Your division of the Bureau of the Budget is charged 
with estimates pertaining to the Veterans’ Administration ? 

Mr. Hueues. That is correct. 

Mr. Casey. So, if any figures were submitted prior to that time, 
they would have been submitted to you ? 

Mr. Hueues. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Casey. And so the first opportunity you had to review the sav- 
ings in personnel was last Thneaday or Friday? 

Mr. Huenes. That is correct. 

Mr. Casey. And the first opportunity you had to review savings 
in space and rental was last Monday ¢ 

Mr. Hucues. That is correct. 

Mr. Casry. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Lannam. Any questions? 

Mr. Brownson. Why is there so much haste about this thing? 
You just received the figures and you have to give the answers 
right out. It all has to be done on this short notice 

Mr. Huenes. Well, sir, we are not familiar with the administra- 
tive considerations which resulted in the timing of this particular 
move. 

Mr. Brownson. You do feel that this is a pretty short time to 
handle a matter of this kind ? 

Mr. Hucues. Well, with the limited knowledge we have of the 
matter, I do not believe we would be in a position to render an opin- 
ion. 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Reynolds, come around, please, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Is Mr. Reynolds here? 

Mr. Frnecan. He was here. He was called out to the telephone 
and he ought to be back very shortly. 

Mr. Casry. Is Mr. Downey here ¢ Come forward, Mr. Downey. 

Mr. Finegan. Mr. Reynolds is here; he is just now coming in. 

Mr, Lannam. Will you both come forward ¢ 

Do you swear that the testimony you are about to give the sub- 
committee in this investigation will be the truth, the whole truth 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Mr. Reynotps. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF W. E. REYNOLDS, COMMISSIONER, PUBLIC BUILD- 
INGS SERVICE; ACCOMPANIED BY WALTER DOWNEY, REGIONAL 
DIRECTOR, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, NEW YORK 
CITY; AND PAUL FINEGAN, CHIEF, REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITION 
BRANCH 


Mr. Lannam. Give us your name, sir. 

Mr. Reynorips. W. E. Reynolds. 

Mr. Lanuam. And please identify these two gentlemen. 

Mr. Reynotps. These are, first, Mr. Walter Downey, the regional 
director of the General Services Administration in New York; and 
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on my right is Mr. Paul Finegan, Chief of our real-estate operations. 
He is located here in bem pe 
Mr. Lannam. Mr. Reynolds. Do you have a prepared statement ! 


Mr. Reynoups. No, except I would like to make this observation, — 


that we are purely a service organization and had nothing to do 
whatsoever with the controversy with respect to the compensation of 
people in Philadelphia. 

Mr. Lannam. I understand that. 

Mr. Reynowps. We, strictly, have a job of providing space when a 
request is made. 

Mr. Lanuam. Will you proceed, Mr. Casey ? 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Revaulen, as part of the General Services Admin- 
istration, you have the authority to allocate space in the various proper- 
ties owned by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Reynotps. That is correct. 


Mr. Casey. You have the authority of making these allocations 


without regard to the consent of the agency involved ? 

Mr. Reynoxps. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. Directing your attention to the situation we have been 
discussing here today, you have control over a property known as the 
Atwater Kent Building in Philadelphia ? 

Mr. Reynotps. That is correct. 


Mr. Casey. Do you know something about the background of that — 


property, Mr. Reynolds, from the standpoint of Federal ownership, 
rental, and so forth ? 

Mr. Reynowps. Well, it was taken over; during the war it was used 
for manufacturing purposes and then it was taken over by the Veter- 
ans’ Administration. 

Sometime ago we needed space for the Census Bureau and the Vet- 


erans’ Administration gave up part of the space for the use of the | 


Census and since that time, why the Census has substantially com- 
pleted—they still occupy a very small amount of space. 

For the last 2, 3, or 4 months we have been working on an assign- 
ment of space to other agencies of Government and we—— 


Mr. Casey. Excuse me, before we get that far. Some of this history, — 
T think, would be pertinent to this matter here. If Mr. Downey, Mr. — 


Finegan, or you, have the information, it will be all right to supply 
it to this committee. 


Now, is it not a fact that this building was purchased originally by | 


the Signal Corps in 1939? 

Mr. Reynotps. Well, the Signal Corps—I do not know whether they 
purchased it or not. 

Mr. Casey. Do you know the acquisition price? 

Mr. Reynoxps. I do not. 


Mr. Casey. Do you know how much money the Government has — 


invested in the building? 
Mr. Reynotps. I would have to supply that for the record, too. 


Mr. Downey. This building which you mention is part of two — 


buildings of the original Atwater Kent plant. 
Mr. Casey. Yes. 


Mr. Downey. One part of which was disposed of through Surplus — 
ee and this is one of the original plants of Atwater Kent— — 


Philco Radio is in the other building. 
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Mr. Casey. Yes; I understand that. Do you have an opinion about 
the rental value of the space in the Atwater Kent Building, the par- 
ticular one we are talking about, at 5000 Wissahickon Avenue ? 

Mr. Reynoxps. Well, we consider it pretty good space, because there 
is quite a lot of money spent on it, and considering comparable space 
in Philadelphia being worth about $3 a square foot 

Mr. Casey. Is that $3 per square foot for bare rental space or does 
it include certain utilities? 

Mr. Reynowps. Well, including certain utilities, but it does not 
include maintaining and operation. 

Mr. Casey. Upon what do you base that opinion, Mr. Reynolds? 

Mr. Reynotps. Upon the prevailing rates for space in Philadelphia 
and in other cities of comparable concentration of war facilities and 
things of that sort. 

Mr. Casey. Well now, we have some other Federal agencies occupy- 
ing rented space in Philadelphia ? 

Mr. Reynotps. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Casey. Has there been any survey made of the space occupied 
by those agencies in connection with this particular problem here 
dealing the best utilization of the Atwater Kent Building ¢ 

Mr. Reynoups. We have, sir—perhaps I could answer it in this way: 
We had a request from the Ordnance Department for 240,000 square 
feet of space in Philadelphia and we found no place in Philadelphia 
to place those people except at 5000 Wissahickon Avenue and we 
assigned that space to them. 

Mr. Casey. When was the request made? 

Mr. Reynotps. The request was made on March 3. 

Mr. Casey. March 3, 1951? 

Mr. Reynotps. March 3, 1951. 

Mr. Casey. When did you assign the space to them ? 

Mr. Reynoxps. July 9. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have a copy of the letter of commitment which 
you gave to the Ordnance Department at that time? 

Mr. ReyNoitps. Mr. Downey would have that, I think, in his office 
in New York. 

Mr. Downey. I received the notification from Washington that 
we could commit the space to Ordnance. I immediately notified my 
real-estate oflicer to contact the Ordnance Department and so notified 
them, and they were in agreement; they wanted to occupy the space. 

There was a discussion for a period of time, which will fill in that 
time lag that you necessarily must be thinking of, as to the useful 
utility of the space, how it would be used, because we had expended 
quite a bit of money in preparing the space for regular office space 
in a loft building which has asphalt tile floors and fluorescent light- 
ing fixtures, and so forth, and we finally were in agreement with 
Ordnance, after a series of discussions, that the space could be uti- 
lized by them with limitations—that is, they had anticipated they 
would occupy it with over 2,000 employees, the greatest portion of 
whom were administrative and clerical, and they also would have some 
laboratory work to be done in there, on matters of research, and we 
advised that under no circumstances could heavy equipment such as 
tanks and the like be rolled into the building because of the nature 
of the building, because we did not want to destroy the tile and the 
various other improvements that were put in. 
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So we were in agreement on that, and it was finally decided in July 
- it was acceptable space for them, and they would go along with 
that. 

Mr. Casey. The time lag between March 3 and July 9 revolved 
around conversations as to he the space—— 

Mr. Downey. No; not from March 3, perhaps in June to July. We 
had been in touch with Veterans’ Administration through our Phila- 
delphia district offices and the Veterans’ Administration had under 
consideration using the building as a depository for records, retire- 
ment, or retirement of records, and that was time-consuming, before 
it was finally decided. 

Mr. Casry. When did they decide against that? 

Mr. Downey. Oh, I could not give you the exact date. It was a 
few months ago. 

Mr. Casey. Well, can you place it with respect to the July 9 date; 
Was it sometime prior to that ? 

Mr. Downey. It was prior to July 9. 

Mr. Casey. When was the first time that you received word from 
Washington that Ordnance had applied for this space ? 

Mr. Downey. I think Ordnance originally applied to us throug 
Philadelphia; that is, the Frankford Ordnance. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Reynolds telephoned March 3, 1951? 

Mr. Downey. Yes. 

Mr. Reynotps. They usually apply at the local office. We have a 
district office in Philadelphia. 

Mr. Casey. I am merely trying to explain the lag between the 
March date and the July date. I assume from Mr. Downey’s testi- 
mony that that time was consumed in conversations as to how the 
space could be best utilized before a definite commitment was made, 
before they would move in there. 

Mr. Downey. That is right. We were all in discussion with the 
Veterans’ Administration during that same period of time at the 
local level. 

Mr. Casey. So any decision as to allocating space to Ordnance was 
held up until you were sure that the Veterans’ Administration was 
satisfied that they were not going to utilize the space for record 
storage / 

Mr. Downey. That is correct. 

Mr. Casey. Upon the settlement of how best to utilize the space, 
and advice from the Veterans’ Administration that they did not need 
the premises for record storage, you made the commitment of July 9, 
1951, to the Ordance people ¢ 

Mr. Downey. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. Was that a written commitment ? 

Mr. Downey. I don't recall. It was—I know that we phoned them 
and I had received a phone call from Washington, and I immediately 
transferred it to Philadelphia, and they in turn contacted Ordnance 
on the phone. 

Mr. Casey. When was the first time you were notified by the Vet- 
erans’ Administration that they might need all the rest of this space 
for the purpose of consolidating their Boston, Richmond, and New 
York offices? 

Mr. Downey. I was in Washington about a month ago on other 
matters, and I received a call from Mr. Harry Hunter, the Acting 
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Commissioner in Mr. Reynolds’ absence, stating that the Veterans’ 
Administration was consolidating offices. Which offices I did not 
know. And that they were to take over all the space in 5000 Wissa- 
hickon Avenue. 

I immediately contacted my Philadelphia office, because I always 
worked through my representatives there, as well as my real-estate 
officer in New Yor rk, and I told him to notify Ordnance immediately 
that the Veterans’ Administration was taking over, which they did, 
and he answer they received was that, “It is very good you called us 
when you did, because i in about 10 minutes we were going to make a 
contract for the moving to start from Frankford into Wissahickon 
Avenue.” 

Mr. Lanuam. Did the Veterans’ Administration have priority 
after you had assigned it to the Ordnance? Why was the change 
made? Did the Veterans’ Administration have any priority on the 
space ¢ 

Mr. Downey. That I cannot say, Mr. Lanham. I just followed 
my orders, as I recognized the authority. 

Mr. Lanuam. It was this other gentleman who had made the 
change ¢ 

Mr. Downey. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. Can you help us, Mr. Reynolds, on this particular 
matter ¢ 

Mr. Reynoxps. Well, it was time we took the buildings over under 
Public Law 152, and under plan 18. There was some question as to 
the authority that existed with respected to this building. 

Mr. Lanuam. Public Law 152% 

Mr. ReyNowtps. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. Public Law 152 is the act which conferred authority 
upon the GSA to housekeep for the Government, and to take charge 
of this property. Reorganization Plan 18, as I understand it, took 
the property away from ‘the Veterans Administration ? 

Mr. Reynorps. Yes. It transferred that, together with a lot of post- 
office buildings and so forth. There was some question that arose 
as to the space and priority, and we took the position at that time, 
and still hold, that there are no priorities in the Federal Government, 
as we see it, and this, as I understand it—Mr. Hunter is on vacation— 
but I understand that the Bureau of the Budget called Mr. Hunter 
and told him that the assignment, in their judgment, should go to the 
Veterans’ Administyation, 

Mr. Casey. Do you know who in the Bureau of Budget called him ? 

Mr. Reynoups. I think Mr. Lawton. 

Mr. Casey. And can you give us any help as to the date of that tele- 
phone call ? 

Mr. Reynotps. It was on the 25th of July. 

Mr. Casey. The 25th of July? 

Mr. Reynotps. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. Are you guided by the Bureau of the Budget in these 
matters ? . 

Mr. Rrynoups. No; we are not. We do have this, we have to make 
an administrative determination, that if the decision has been made 
by the Administration to put this consolidation i in Philadelphia, then 
the logical assignment would be to the Veterans’ Administration. 
Mr. Casey. W hy do you say that? 




















100 CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 





Mr. Reynotps. Because they already occupy a substantial portion of 
the building, and they had consolidated all of their activities under 
one roof in that manner. 

Mr. Casey. Well, do you consider that the nature of the activities 
at the Frankford Arsenal. could be performed in that building? I 
mean, their relationship to the national defense ? 

Mr. Reynotps. That is right. That is a vital consideration also. 
But we felt that if we could get space for them elsewhere in Philadel- 
phia, that that would be satisfactory. 

Mr. Lanuam. Have you done that ? 

Mr. Reynotps. We have not. 

Mr. Lannam. You have not been able to get other space for them ? 

Mr. Reyno.ps. No. 

Mr. Casey. What efforts have you made, Mr. Downey, to secure 
additional space ? 

Mr. Downey. We are constantly making a survey of space in the 
entire region. My region embraces New York, New Jersey, Pennsyl- 
vania, and Delaware; and I have space and lease men constantly mak- 
ing surveys of the space available, because space is a very peculiar 
thing; like a bolt out of the blue you get a request for space. So we 
naturally have listings of space available, and as we get these requests 
we go to our listing. 

So that is being done constantly. Any good real-estate office would 
do it that way. It is a constant job of surveying for space that might 
be available, space of different types, such as warehouses, general 
purpose, and so forth. 

We have made a complete survey of Philadelphia. The space 
situation in Philadelphia, as in New York, is very tight. 

As my man Gibson had wired to Mr. Nagel, director of Real 
Property Acquisition and Utilization in Washington, a copy of which 
T believe you have, we find that there was no space in any such block 
that the Frankford Arsenal could use. Their requirements were 
approximately for 170,000 feet for office space and the remainder for 
research. It gets down to a situation, as I see it, from a space angle 
in my region, that if we are to get space for the Frankford Arsenal 
we will have to institute condemnation proceedings in a certain build- 
ing which embraces about 170,000 feet of usable space and which I 
estimate will cost in condemnation $3 a foot, and possibly $3.50, 
because you never know until the final adjudication of the condemna- 
tion suit what it will cost. 

Mr. Harpy. Would you not be displacing some other activity that is 
connected with defense in order to do that ? 

Mr. Downey. No, sir. In addition to the rental of from $3 to 
$3.50 a foot, and T use the $3 figure as it is merely an estimate, that it 
is estimated another dollar a foot would be required for alterations. 
So that will run approximately, in the first year, that is the 12-month 
period, about a million dollars. 

Now, if we institute condemnation proceedings on this property, 
there are half a dozen light manufacturing groups, private enterprises, 
in this particular building in the needle trades. 

Mr. Harpy. You are not concerned with where they will go? 

Mr. Downey. Yes, I am, because we only resort to condemnation as 
a last resort. 
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Mr. Harpy. But in any event, some active going operation will be 
displaced. Somebody else is going to have to find a home to go to, if 
you take that building over. 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir. ia) 

Mr. Casey. Is it not also a fact that if you have to institute con- 
demnation proceedings, that it may take you 6 months to get the 
building ? ; 

Mr. Downey. No, sir, because under the Defense Production Act 
we can get immediate possession. 

Mr. Harpy. But it is going to put the other folks out onto the street 
if you do that. 

Mr. Downey. I understood Mr. Casey to say that they would have 
to wait. We don’t have to wait; under ordinary circumstances we 
would have had to wait, maybe 6 months to a year. Under the Defense 
Production Act we don’t have to wait. We can get immediate pos- 
session. 

Mr. Harpy. That assumes that you are going to be entirely arbitrary 
with the present occupants of the building ¢ 

Mr. Downey. That is correct. 

Mr. Lanuam. And you would not do that, of course. 

Mr. Downey. I am not inclined that way. 

Mr. Lannam. How long do you think it would take. you, in simple 
justice to the occupants of the building, to get possession ? 

Mr. Reynoxps. I think, as an ordinary rule, the court recognizes 
the time for people to vacate a building, and they have in past pro- 
ceedings of a similar character. 

Mr. Casey. Is 6 months a reasonable period / 

Mr. Reynotps. It depends upon the type of operation. If they are 
relatively small units, they can move out in from 2 to 3 months, and 
that is usually considered ample. In cases of office space, why, prob- 
ably 1 month. 

Mr. Harpy. You have indicated that you would have to make some 
expensive alterations. How long would that take? 

Mr. Downey. Well, I am not able to answer that for you, Congress- 
man, because your estimates in alterations vary tremendously, as you 
know. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, but I think you understand what I am trying to 
develop. 

Mr. Downey. It might take a month or two, all depending on the 
amount of alterations, and the nature of them. 

Mr. Lannam. Might take what? I did not understand you. 

Mr. Downey. A month or two. 

Mr. Lannam. A month or two? 

Mr. Downey. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. You have given an estimate that it will cost a dollar 
square foot for alterations. Are you going to get that done in a 
month or two? 

Mr. Downey. It is possible. I would have to check on it. 

Mr. Reynoups. Can I answer that more completely ¢ 

Mr. Harpy. Yes, I would appreciate it, Mr. Reynolds, if you would. 

Mr. Rrynotps. Because we have had an awful lot of this sort of 
thing to do. It depends again upon the buildings. 

Now, I have not seen the building to which Mr. Downey is referring. 
The thing that takes time, as a rule, is mechanical equipment, if you 


~ 








102 CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


have to make changes in that. If you have a good heating system, 
why, that will save a good deal of time. The ordinary building which 
you condemn, which is usually of the warehouse and manufacturing 
type, or something of that sort, usually requires an installation of 
electric equipment, that is, lights and so forth, and under present de- 
livery dates, the term of delivery, that takes time, and not the time 
of installation. 

We recently did a repair job in New York costing about $200,000 
in about 35 days, but fortunately we could get the material. When you 
‘annot get the materials, you don’t know how long it will take. But 
the ordinary building, I would say, would take you, assuming that it 
is not in too bad a condition, it will take you from 3 to 4 months after 
you get possession, actual physical possession, to get in there, assum- 
ing again that you don’t have to put in an elevator. 

Mr. Harpy. You have to be optimistic, then, to figure that it would 
actually be pretty close to a year before the Ordnance could really 
begin to operate in that building? 

Mr. Reynowps. No, it would not take that long. 

Mr. Lannam. It would take nearer 6 months, would it not? 

Mr. Reynoxps. That is right, 6 to 8 months. 

Mr. Harpy. But I understood by your figure that it would take you 
close to 6 months to get actual possession of the building. 

Mr. Reynotps. No, 6 months would be the very optimum time for 
one single unit, but in the meantime you are getting possession of 
some of the building rather quickly. 

We find in general condemnation that we get some portions of the 
building in a week or two, and you can start remodeling immediately 
and follow on through. 

Mr. Harpy. But any remodeling which you would need to make, 
would have to be done on a negotiated basis ? 

Mr. Reynowps. Absolutely, it would be. 

Mr. Harpy. It would be done on a negotiated basis, and it would 
not have the benefit of competitive bidding. You would not be even 
able to estimate the cost until you got through. 

Mr. Reynowps. Yes, we can estimate the cost rather accurately be- 
cause, again, I think we have had enough experience in doing it, be- 
“ause we have done so much of it. ’ 

Mr. Harpy. I know that you have had a lot of experience in doing 
this kind of stuff, but I expect that you are getting a new kind of 
experience now as compared with what you did a year or two ago. 

Mr. ReyNnoups. We are having experiences now that we never ex- 
pected to have, including experiences with the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Casry. Well, Mr. Downey, has the Ordnance Department ever 
seen this building that you have in mind? 

Mr. Downey. Not to my knowledge, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Then actually it is rather difficult for you to estimate 
what alterations will be needed in that building without getting the 
advice of the people in Ordnance who are going to use it? 

Mr. Downey. We. know, because this building, as I said, contained 
about 170,000 feet, which would be primarily office space, and we 
have a pretty fair knowledge of how that runs. 

As to the laboratory end of it, we would have to dig up space some 
place else, which we have not found as yet. 
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Mr. Casey. And presumably that is the more essential space, from 
the standpoint of national defense, is it not ¢ 

Mr. Downey. Yes, because the movement, or the reason for the 
expansion of Ordnance, as I understand it, is to increase oe pro- 
ductive capacity in the arsenal, and to take this laboratory work and 
administrative work, which constitutes only a portion of the arsenal, 
out from the arsenal. 

Mr. Harpy. Do I understand, then, that the only alternative you 
have in mind for Ordnance right now would involve only the office 
space for Ordnance, and would not contain the _ for them to 
carry on this essential operation which they need so badly to perform. 
is that right ? 

Mr. Downey. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. So that you have not even found any potential space 
to take care of that requirement ? 

Mr. Downey. Only to the degree that I have mentioned, that is 
right. 

Mr. Harpy. So that even if you do go through condemnation pro- 
ceedings, and take the building which you now have in mind as a 
possibility, you would have to find some place else for their operating 
space or laboratory space ? 

Mr. Downey. That is correct, but 

Mr. Harpy. And God only knows where it is going to be or how 
inaccessible it would be to what they have got there, or either whether 
or not it would make a reasonable operation. 

Mr. Downey. It would have to make a reasonable operation or we 
would not put them in it. 

Mr. Harpy. Otherwise—— 

Mr. Downey. So the 170,000 feet that we would take for the ad- 
ministrative work would free 170,000 feet of like space in the arsenal 
for this productivity that they are wishing to expand on. 

Mr. Harpy. But youstill have not gotten the space. 

Mr. Downey. We are still shy the balance of it, maybe 50,000 feet 
or thereabouts. 

Mr. Harpy. So that actually, until you find something else which 
is reasonably adequate to t: ake care of the additional functions which 
the Army requires, you don’t have anything that is usable by them ¢ 

Mr. Downey. Completely. 

Mr. Harpy. Completely? Well now, you just said that you would 
need to have reasonable proximity for the balance of the space. You 
— said you don’t know where that space is, you have not found it. 

), unless you find it in reasonable proximity, how could they utilize 
ve uneuieinn the space that you already have located ? 

Mr. Downry. The laboratory space, apart from the office space. 
Now, there is no comparison. You have got two different types of 
space. It would be fine if you could get it all under one roof, if you 
could find a building, but I mean, the office space as against the labora- 
tory space is two different items of space. 

Mr. Harpy. That is entirely true, but—— 

Mr. Downey. It would be advisable and desirable to have them both 
in the same building, but if we cannot get them both in the same 
building, we will have to split it into two parcels. 

Mr. Lannam. But the Veterans’ Administration would have every- 
thing in one building, and do you think that the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration deserves preference over Ordnance ¢ 
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Mr. Downey. I did not say that, no, sir, I did not say that. 

Mr. Lannam. Well, I want you to say that you don’t, if you don't. 

Mr. Downey. I am talking about space only. I am not saying who 
deserves what and who does not. 

Mr. Lanuam. Just as a citizen, I am sure that you would not favor 
the Veterans’ Administration taking over space that the Ordnance 
needs under present conditions ? 

Mr. Harpy. I don’t think you ought to embarrass him that way. 

Mr. Lanuam. Well, I will not press the question. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Reynolds, could that question be properly addresse« 
to you? 

Mr. Harpy. And I don’t think you ought to embarrass him, either. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Downey, have you been advised by Ordnance of 
the function to be performed in these laboratory facilities? In other 
words, is it not true that these laboratory facilities are not purely for 
developmental or experimental work, but are to form the basis for 
the contracts that are let out to private concerns for fuses and fire 
control throughout the country ? 

Mr. Downey. I may be mistaken, Mr. Casey, but it was my thought 
it was for research work. 

Mr. Casey. For what ? 

Mr. Downey. That the laboratories were for research work. Of 
what nature and type I don’t know, I could not say. 

Mr. Lannam. That might be classified. 

Mr. Downey. And for security reasons, if I did know, the chances 
are that I would ask that I be permitted to find out and submit it to 
your committee in that manner. 

Mr. Harpy. May I return toan item here? Mr. Reynolds, was there 
any memorandum that came to your attention covering the conver- 
sation between Mr. Lawton and Mr. Hunter. Do you know just what 
the nature of that discussion was? 

Mr. Reynoups. No. My secretary told me that Mr. Lawton had 
‘alled and said that the decision had been reached to move the Veter- 
ans’ Administration, that is, to make this consolidation in Phila- 
delphia. 

Mr. Harpy. The decision had been reached by whom ? 

Mr. Reynotps. I presume that it was with the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration working with the Bureau of Budget. I don’t know, because 
we had nothing to do with that phase of it. 

Mr. Harpy. Is it customary for the Bureau of the Budget to advise 
you of an administrative decision made by the various Federal 
agencies ¢ 

Mr. Reynotps. They advise us when it affects a space problem, 
because we then become affected immediately if that move takes place, 
and they simply notify us of that situation. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, did the Veterans’ Administration officially notify 
you that it had decided to take the space ? 

Mr. Reynowps. I don’t know. The only memorandum I have was 
the information given to me by my secretary, and she said that Mr. 
Lawton had called. I wanted to know where the information came 
from. 

Mr. Harpy. I am merely trying to establish a normal procedure, as 
to what the normal procedure is, and if I can, to explore the question 
as to whether this was just a routine procedure, or whether it was 
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a trifle unusual. Well, let’s put it this way, Did the Bureau of the 
Budget on March 8 tell you that Ordnance wanted this property ¢ 

Mr. Reynoups. Oh, no. Now, here, let me explain to you how this 
thing works, as a rule. We have to not only provide space, that is 
for our immediate problem, that is we get the requests for the various 
problems and agencies, and they want X space. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, that comes from the agency itself and not from 
the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Reynowps. That is right. It comes in and we analyze their 
space, requests, and the personnel that they are going to have, and the 
justification for it, whether they have the money to hire these people, 
and so forth. If they do, we assign space to them. At the same time 
we work with the Bureau of the Budget very carefully on things that 
are coming ahead in the future, because they know much more about 
it than we do. We don’t know what the estimates are going to be or 
anything else. We try to get as much advance information as we 
‘an on things that are coming ahead, as to the number of people, or 
whether there will be a reduction in some agency, so that we can keep 
planning a little ahead. So they notify us of this consolidation which, 
as I understand it, was worked out, and all I know about it was what 
I listened to this morning in the testimony, that the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Veterans’ Administration were talking it out among 
themselves, as to this consolidation. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, I still am not too clear on how this thing would 
normally happen. I can understand how the Bureau of the “Budget 
might advise you of something that is in the offing, but it would seem 
to me that that might quite appropriately come from the agency 
itself, rather than from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Rernoxps. If there is a decision made that affects two or three 
areas, and we have to provide space, and where they have to have a 
clearance from the Veterans—whether or not they have to have a 
clearance from the Veterans’ or not, I don’t know—but at least we get 
the advice from the Bureau of the Budget that this change is going to 
take place. 

Mr. Lanuam. May I ask a question rfght there? Do you consider, 
Mr. Reynolds, that you still have the right to award this space to the 
Frankford Arsenal, in spite of any information you have from the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Reynowps. I would think that under the basic authority we do 
have. 

Mr. Lanuam. Then doesn’t the responsibility rest on you to decide 
whether you are going to let the Veterans’ Administration have this 
building, or whether you are going to turn it over to the arsenal ? 
Is the responsibility on you at all? If you have the power to do it, 
then it seems to me that the responsibility rests on you and you cannot 
dodge it. 

Mr. Reynouns. You cannot dodge it very well, except that you do 
work with the Bureau of the Budget on a great many problems, as you 
know. 

Mr. Lanuam. I know, but when you are faced with a decision like 
this, when the national defense is at stake, whether or not you shall 
agree to the whim of the Veterans’ Administration to let them use 
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space which ought to be used by the arsenal, it seems to me that that 
is unthinkable. 

Mr. Harpy. Right along that same line, this is what I was trying 
to see if I could understand: The Bureau of the Budget was aware, 
was it not, Mr. Reynolds, of the commitment which you had made to 
Ordnance on July ‘9% 

Mr. Reyrnotps. I think they were. I would imagine they were, 
but I am sure that Mr. Hunter would have told us. 

Mr. Harpy. If that is a correct assumption, then, in effect, in the 
telephone call between Mr. Lawton and Mr. Hunter you were advised 
to give priority to the Veterans’ Administration over Ordnance, is 
that right? 

Mr. Reynoups. Well, I don’t have a recording of the conversation, so 
I don’t know whether it was as strong as that or not. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, I am trying to find out if the Bureau of the 
Budget was aware of the fact that you had already committed this 
space to Ordnance, and, if I understand the picture perfectly, on 
July 25 Mr. Lawton advised Mr. Hunter to give the space to the 
Veterans’ Administration. It would seem that the only inference 
that I can draw, and maybe you can draw a different one, but the 
only inference I can draw is that a priority was given to the Veterans’ 
Administration over Ordnance for this particular space by the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Mr. Reynowps. I don’t know that I would want to go so far to say 
that the Director of the Bureau of the Budget said that it should be 
assigned to the Veterans’ Administration. I would say that the state- 
ment of the chairman is correct, that the responsibility of the assign- 
ment of space would rest with us. You cannot have joint responsi- 
bility. That assignment, if it can be justified on the basis that the 
Veterans’ Administration is already in there in substantial amounts, 
and secondly, that the needs of the Ordnance Department can be met 
with other space, and then I think most people would agree that that 
would be the proper solution, if the space for Ordnance can be de- 
veloped, and also if the move is definitely going to be made. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, following that, you say if the s space for Ordnance 

‘an be developed. 

Mr. Reynoups. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, we have run right head-on into the speed-up 
program of the Veterans’ Administration. They are going to move 
in and you are going to let them move in before you determine whether 
or not you can find space for Ordnance, is that right ? 

Mr. Reynoups. We will get the space for Ordnance. It is just a 
little question of where we are going to get it. 

Mr. Lanuam. Mr. Reynolds—— 

Mr. Reynowps. I know that that may sound rather funny, but we 
have to do those things. 

Mr. Lanna. I would hate to be in your place and assign this space 
tothe Veterans’ Administration with the knowledge that you are going 
to delay Ordnance for 6 months under present conditions. That is a 
decision for you to make, however, and not me. 

Mr. Harpy. There is just one other observation that was made this 
morning, at least as T understand it, by Major Clark, I believe, and 
I would like to have Mr. Reynolds comment on it. I understood Major 
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Clark to say that there was no problem as to whether or not they 
would get the space, because they already had the space. 

Mr. Reynoutps. Well, they would have to get an assignment for 
space from us before they could use it. 

Mr. Lanuam. Possession is nine points of the law. 

Mr. Reynowps. It does help. 

Mr. Harpy. But the question that is involved there is whether the 
Veterans’ Administration possesses the building or the armed services. 

Mr. Reynotags. The building is under our jurisdiction, and the 
space now vacant is the space that was occupied by the Census Bureau. 

Mr. Casey. In fact, if the Ordnance did move in there, their oecu- 
pancy would be entirely compatible with the district office of the 
Veterans’ Administration ¢ 

Mr. Reynonps. I think so. 

Mr. Casey. So as far as occupancy is concerned, the only occupancy 
that the Veterans’ Administration has had was the space occupied by 
the district office in Philadelphia, and not the whole building. 

Mr. Reynoups. I would say this, from a purely selfish standpoint, 
that we are not interested in going up and condemning a building and 
fixing it up for somebody. 

Mr. Harpy. That would just give you some more headaches as time 
goes on. 

Mr. Reynoips, That is right. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Reynolds, in connection with the choice which you 
have made—— 

Mr. Harpy. Well, has he made a choice? 

Mr. Casry. He has allocated the space to the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. Harpy. Has that been finalized ? 

Mr. Reynouwps. I don’t know that it has been. I seem to be speaking 
around the corners here, but I just want to tell you that I have been 
on a trip to South America and I just got back. 

Mr. Harpy. I wonder if we can find out what really is the current 
situation. 

Mr. Casry. Well, now, we might get to a situation where posses- 
sion is nine points of the law, because the Veterans’? Administration 
is moving desks and file cabinets and everything else into this space. 
Is that with the knowledge of GSA? 

Mr. Downey. All I know is that I checked with my—I got a short 
order call to come down here, and I did not get much notice, so I had 
to doa good deal of telephoning in order to get my ducks in a row, you 
might say, and [ made a call to Philadelphia before I came down 
here, being cognizant of this héaring, and the situation as it exists, 
after a visit from your two able representatives, and we were, or my 
Philadelphia director was presented with job orders by the V eterans’ 
Administration yesterday totaling, I believe it was $41,000 of work to 
be done in the building, but no work is being done, and the job orders 
are being held up. 

Mr. Lannam. Good. 

Mr. Harpy. What I would like to know, if I can follow through on 
this question, that I raised just a moment ago when I interrupted Mr. 
Casey, is this: On July 9 you made a commitment to Ordnance that 
they could have that space. Now, have you as of today any more firm 





108 CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


commitment with the Veterans’ Administration regarding the use of 
that space than you had with Ordnance on July 9¢ 

Mr. Downey. Well, I cannot say that we have. 

Mr. Harpy. Have you as firm a commitment to them as you had with 
Ordnance on July 9? 

Mr. Downey. I would say it is about a stand-off. 

Mr. Harpy. On what kind of a basis are they moving in? 

Mr. Downey. Well, they are in there already, with the exception 
of vacant space on the first floor, and the vacant space in the first base- 
ment and subbasement. 

Mr. Casey. Have they any right to move a group of desks into the 
vacant space and point out that is where the Richmond office is going 
to be? 

Mr. Downey. I don’t know that that exists, Mr. Casey, but I will 
be glad to check es you. 

Mr. Casey. Well, I was there Wednesday morning, and the district 
manager of the Philadelplhia office pointed out to me the very desks 
that would be occupied by the Richmond office. 

: Mr. Downey. Those were excess desks. They did not have to move 
them in. 

Mr. Lanuam. Are they some more of those excess desks? 

Mr. Downey. In all fairness, now, let’s get it straight here 

Mr. Harpy. That is what we are trying to do. 

Mr. Downey. In all fairness, they had large lay-offs in the Veterans’ 
Administration, which gave up quite a few desks, and quite a few 
feet of space there. So they had desks on the premises, that had not 
been declared excess to us. 

Mr. Harpy. So they are moving over and taking the space by squat- 
ters’ rights? 

Mr. Downey. They did not have to move the desks; they are there. 

Mr. Casey. Well, did you know that they are moving filing cabinets 
from the third floor down to the first floor ¢ 

Mr. Downey. I had no knowledge of that. 

Mr. Casey. Did you know that personnel from the various dis- 
trict offices in Boston, New York, and Richmond have been trav eling 
to the Philadelphia office, with expensive lay-outs as to where the 
desks are going to be, and working with laborers day after day as to 
where they are actually going to sit ? 

I mean, those facts are inconsistent with any proposition that the 
Veterans’ Administration has not moved in, isn’t that right? 

Mr. Downey. As I said, they are in there. I had no knowledge of 
this lay-out idea. 

Mr. Harpy. What do you do with somebody who moves into a space 
that belongs to you without permission ? 

Mr. Downey. Well, they generally don’t do it. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, it looks like you have got a practical situation 
there. 

Mr. Brownson. If they were to do it, what would you do? 

Mr. Downry. I think the answer is very obvious. 

Mr. Harpy. I think we could boil this all down if we could find 
out just what is the status of the commitment that has been made. 
It would be a right rough sort of situation if Ordnance should move 
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in there simultaneously on the commitment you gave them on July 
9, wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Downey. Ordnance has already been notified, and they ac- 

cepted the notification. 
fr. Lanuam. They are just resigned to their fate, are they? 

Mr. Downey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Are you sure of that? 

Mr. Harpy. Well, I cannot think of the military giving up that 
easily. 

Mr. Casey. Are you sure of that? 

Mr. Downey. That is all I know about it. 

Mr. Casey. Well, I think we will have some witnesses from the De- 
partment of Defense tomorrow morning who will indicate that they 
are not sitting by. 

Mr. Downey. That may be. 

Mr. Reynoips. Let me comment on that. They want the space, 
there is no question about that. 

Mr. Casry. They want to battle for it ? 

Mr. Reynoups. Oh, surely. 

Mr. Lanuam. Seriously, gentlemen, you have the responsibility and 
the power, and I hope you are not going to let the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration take over this space that is needed by Ordnance. I don’t 
see how you can do it. Is there any other witness? 

Mr. Casey. Yes; I believe we have some others. 

Mr. Lanuam. That is all, Mr. Reynolds; thank you. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF HON. J. VAUGHAN GARY, A REPRE- 
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Gary. Mr. Chairman, since I appeared before the subcommittee 
this morning, I have received a copy of a resolution which was adopted 
by the Department of Virginia, Inc., of the American Legion at its 
annual convention held in Roanoke last week, and I would like to put 
that resolution in the record. 

Mr. Lanuam. Mr. Gary, without objection, it may be placed in the 
record. 

Mr. Gary. And I also have a clipping from the Philadelphia In- 
quirer of Sunday morning, August 12, to the effect that the veterans’ 
office has called for 2,000 typists and stenographers, experience unnec- 
essary, which I would like to have made part of the record. 

Mr. Lanuam. Without exception that will be accepted and pub- 
lished in the record. 

(The documents referred to above are as follows:) 


[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, August 12, 1951] 
Vets’ Orrice Here Seeks 2,000 Typists 


A call for 2,000 typists and stenographers was issued yesterday by the Veterans’ 
Administration district office, at 5000 Wissahickon Avenue, which will this year 
become the GI insurance headquarters for most of the east coast. 

Hiring will be immediate and no experience is necessary, officials said. The 
positions pay $2,450 and $2,650 a year for a 40-hour week, with liberal annual 
vacations and sick leave. Applicants may phone or visit the district office. 





110 CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


RESOLUTION OF THE AMERICAN LEGION, DEPARTMENT OF VIRGINIA, INC., 
RICHMOND, VA. 


“Whereas the Veterans’ Administration has announced plans to transfer the 
Richmond district office to Philadelphia; and 

“Whereas this proposed move is contrary to the policy of economic service 
to veterans, because— 

“(1) The cost of the move, including cost of transportation of the records 
and the families and the household effects of the approximately 225 employees 
who have signified their willingness to move, plus the cost of recruiting and 
training personnel to replace the 458 who will not move to Philadelphia, exceeds 
$1,500,000 for the Richmond office alone, while the cost of moving the other 
two offices involved is at least as much, if not greater, making the actual cost 
be in excess of $4,500,000 ; 

“(2) The move is not a consolidation of an agency resulting in economy, but 
is a transfer of an office resulting in no savings which justify the cost of the 
transfer ; 

“(3) Previous experience has shown that the Veterans’ Administration can 
more efficiently carry out its mission—economic service to veterans—by such 
decentralization as presently exists, rather than by centralization as is now 
proposed. That decentralization does not promote economy and efficiency is 
demonstrated by the fact that commercial enterprises have established district 
offices throughout their areas of operation. 

“(4) The move will disrupt service to all veterans now being served by the 
Richmond oflice, this disruption being caused by the actual transfer of records— 
a matter requiring 6 months to a year, and by the loss of clerks efficiently trained 
through experience in the Richmond office for many years—this loss running 
through many future years until the inexperienced replacements attain the 
ability of the experienced personnel now capably and efficiently handling veterans’ 
matters in the Richmond office ; 

“(5) The services which will be upset and disrupted are vital to all veterans, 
including such services as issuance of over 100,00 checks per month to disabled 
veterans and beneficiaries of veterans, widows and children who must receive 
their checks on schedule to meet their own obligations, processing of death and 
waiver claims; and issuance and underwriting services ; 

“(6) Of the 758 present employees of the Richmond office, 480 are veterans 
who must either make the costly move to Philadelphia and thus sacrifice their 
homes and undergo the other hardships of moving a family, or must secure 
other positions in Richmond, frequently at a personal loss to them and always 
causing a loss of experienced personnel to the Veterans’ Administration: There- 
fore be it 

“Resolved, That the American Legion, Department of Virginia, in convention 
assembled at Roanoke, Va., August 15, 1951, does hereby oppose the proposed 
move of the Richmond district office of the Veterans’ Administration.” 

I certify the above to be a true copy of a resolution passed by our department 
convention held in Roanoke, August 15, 1951. 

CHARLES L. KESSLER, 
Department Adjutant, 


Copies to: Virginia Congressmen: Carl Gray, Veterans’ Administration; T. O. 
Kraabel, rehabilitation director, American Legion. 

Mr. Lanuam. Mr. Crosson, please. Is Mr. Crosson in the room? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lannam. Will you come around, please. 

Will you hold up your right hand, please. Do you swear the evi- 
dence that you are about to give to the committee in this hearing 
will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 

Mr. Crosson. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF HARRY J. CROSSON, DISTRICT MANAGER, 
PHILADELPHIA, PA. 


Mr. Lanuam. Now, have a seat and identify yourself. 
Mr. Crosson. Thank you, sir. Iam Harry J. Crosson, the district 
manager, of Philadelphia. 





OS oe hl le eo ee 





CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 111 


Mr. Casry. Now, Mr. Crosson 

Mr. Lanunam. I might ask you, do you have a written statement, 
Mr. Crosson ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir. 

Mr. Lanuam. You are just subject to examination ? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanuam. All right. 

Mr. Casey. How long have you been the district manager in Phila- 
delphia, Mr. Crosson ? 

Mr. Crosson. About 2 years. I was regional manager since 1924. 

Mr. Casey. As a result of a reorganization you became district 
manager instead of regional manager ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. Yés. I was assistant deputy administrator in the 
branch office when the split-up came, and then I was made district 
manager for the district office. 

Mr. Casey. The people under you occupy the Atwater Kent Build- 
ing? 

Mr. Crosson. Part of it. 

Mr. Casey. In Philadelphia ? . 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, it is the record center for the whole United 
States, too, and that is under Washington’s jurisdiction. 

Mr. Casey. Can you give us a brief history of the Atwater Kent 
Building, Mr. Crosson? I would like to have you give it for the 
record. 

Mr. Crosson. You mean as I gave it to you? 

Mr. Casey. Yes, I would like to have it for the record. 

Mr. Crosson. This is not accurate, but it is just what I know, what 
T have picked up, and it is subject to inaccuracies. 

The building was built in 1928 or 1929 by Mr. Atwater Kent. It 
was in addition to his original plant, where he made the ignition 
systems for the model T Ford. It was an easy transition, evidently, 
from making ignition systems for model T Fords to making a $35 
radio, which he did. 

He operated that building until I think 1931 or 1932, and as a 
result of some labor troubles he closed it. 

It was then occupied by Sears, Roebuck, as a distributing warehouse, 
and the Government Signal Corps, I think, about a year prior to 
World War II, by condemnation proceedings, the condemnation pro- 
ceedings being necessary, I think, by virtue of the lease that Sears, 
Roebuck had with Atwater Kent, and they took it over. 

From what I heard, and this is only what I have heard around, the 
Signal Corps paid $2,300,000 for the building, and then through the 
Army engineers spent about $3,500,000 on it; so it would stand them 
about $6,000,000. 

Then I heard this testimony this afternoon that for fixing up that 
part occupied by the Census Bureau the expenditure was between 
$800,000 and $900,000. They took what was the manufacturing space 
and warehouse space and made a very excellent office space, as you saw 
when you looked at it. The Veterans’ Administration acquired the 
building on my recommendation to General Bradley about 5 years 
ago. It was to be sold for 214 or 214 million dollars to a syndicate, 
and I objected, and we had the right then to get any property that 
was surplus by the Army, the Veterans’ Administration could have it, 
if they could prove a good use for it. The building had magnificent 
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possibilities, and I feel rather proudly that it would be of service to 
the Federal Government, and now when I hear that discussion that 
we have the building for whatever purpose Uncle Sam is going to 
use it for, we are all on the same team, and whatever is the best interest 
to the Government is best for all. 

Mr. Lannam. What do you think will serve the best interest of the 
Government, for the Veterans’ Administration to use that space, or 
for the Ordnance to use it ? 

Mr. Crosson. I question whether the Ordnance needs it nearly as 
badly—you no doubt will hear other statements tomorrow, and T don’t 
know that situation, but I think if you were to ask my opinion, I think 
the Veterans’ Administration needs that space. 

Mr. Lannam. Worse than Ordnance? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanuam. On what do you base that opinion ? 

Mr. Crosson. I base it on the fact that Ordnance has been talking 
about the space for a long, long time. Now, while I have never seen 
a breakdown of why they need space, I think there is other space in 
Philadelphia that could be used by Ordnance. For instance, the 
Cramp shipyards. I talked to the local manager of the Veterans’ 
Administration who tells me that there is a building with a hundred 
thousand feet. 

Mr. Lanuam. Mr. Downey says that he cannot find any. 

Mr. Crosson. Well, I would recommend the office building of the 
Cramp Shipyard with a hundred thousand feet in it, that is owned 
by the Navy, and the other adjacent Cramp shipyard that is standing 
idle at the time, and this is much closer to the Frankford Arsenal 
than is the building which we occupy now. That is just a recommen- 
dation I make, and I make that as a former president of the Business 
Association of Philadelphia interested in economy. 

Mr. Harpy. I understand that is a Navy-owned building not now 
being used? 

Mr. Crosson. I don’t think so, Congressman. You are all familiar 
with the great Cramp Shipyards of Philadelphia. 

Mr. Harpy. I have heard tell of it. 

Mr. Crosson. It used to build pretty good ships. 

Mr. Harpy. And it is not now being used? 

Mr. Crosson. I heard some story that it was rented on a lease, part 
of the shipyard, but I don’t think the office building is. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, I think maybe you have a point there. 

Mr. Crosson. It should be looked into. 

Mr. Harpy. I have a feeling that if we find governmental-owned 
space that is being hoarded by the various and sundry agencies, that 
we would not need to condemn so many buildings. 

Mr. Crosson. Well, I doubt if it is being hoarded. It might be in 
a neighborhood that some people might not want to move into. 

When I moved into the Atwater Kent Building, I was regional 
manager, and I recommended that, and then as Assistant Deputy 
Administrator IT had more chance to recommend it, and our people 
down in central Philadelphia resented moving up to Germantown, 
because it took them away from the shopping center. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you have a good coffee stand close by? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Then they don’t need a department store. 
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Mr. Crosson. The funny situation is this, Congressman: right now 
I asked them if they wanted to go back downtown, and they did not 
want to do so, because they enjoyed working out in Germantown a 
lot better than in the central city. It is cooler and more efficient. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Crosson, you are talking about the urgent need of 
the Veterans’ Administration for this building. Have you made a 
careful analysis as to what the effect of this consolidation will have 
on the operating costs and on the efficiency in handling insurance 
business ? 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir. I will tell you this, however, reading in the 
Philadelphia papers, reading the columnists there, and these articles 
that we read—we read our local papers, not the New York Times, and 
we think we have some pretty good local writers—but anyhow, read- 
ing in the papers about the statements made for the past several years 
before the Appropriations Committee of the House, shortly after 
General Gray was appointed, I cannot tell you the date, but it was over 
2 years ago, I was sitting with him in the main station of the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad in west Philadelphia, and there happened to be an 
article within a day or two preceding his visit, and I said, “General, 
someday if you have to do this job, if Congress is going to insist that 
you do this job of consolidating, this is the ideal building, in my 
opinion, with which to do it.” 

Mr. Harpy. Do you consider yourself an expert to deliver horse- 
back opinions ? 

Mr. Crosson. No. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, that is what that was, was it not? 

Mr. Crosson. You could call it that. 

Mr. Harpy. I asked you if you had made a study. 

Mr. Crosson. I would not call that much of a study. It was based— 
well, that is what I am 

Mr. Harpy. That is what I am trying to establish. What was 
it based upon ? 

Mr. Lanuam. It was based on your experience; is that it ? 

Mr. Crosson. Well, if 32 years means anything, but it was cer- 
tainly an off-the-cuff opinion—granted. 

Mr. Harpy. Was any portion of that 32 years spent in the New 
York office ? 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir; all in Philadelphia. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, now, I think it might be very helpful if you were 
to give us a little better basis for appraising your qualifications to 
tt that finding in that matter. 

Mr. Crosson. We owned the building, sir. The building was pur- 
chased 

Mr. Harpy. That does not have much to do with the relative effi- 
ciency of operation at a relative cost? 

Mr. Crosson. Congress was saying that they wanted the Veterans’ 
Administration to consolidate these insurance offices. My only opin- 
ion was based upon the magnificence of the space. 

Mr. Harpy. Oh. You thought then, here is an opportunity to do 
what the Appropriations Committee says we ought to do? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harvy. And then you were accepting at full face value the ap- 
praisal of the Appropriations Committee which has not made a com- 
parative study either? 

Mr. Crosson. Correct. 
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Mr. Lanuam. Most of them give pretty full credit to the Appro- 
priations Committee. 

Mr. Harpy. It is funny, but Mr. Gary sitting down there is a mem- 
ber of the Appropriations Committee, while he does not happen to 
serve on your Appropriations Committee, he is getting a darn good 
earful today. So, are you in a position to advise this committee as 
to whether the veterans will receive better service through the pro- 
posed consolidation than they are now receiving ? 

Mr. Crosson. I will say that they won’t receive any better service, 
but they will receive equal service, but not better, because I think 
the offices concerned are doing a darn good job. 

Mr. Harpy. And do you feel that you can maintain as good service 
after the consolidation ? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Have you made—do you have any basis for that state- 
ment, or is that another horeback opinion ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. That is a horseback opinion, based on this, that we 
are getting the four managers concerned, and they are all darn good 
fellows, and I think they will all be in there swinging their weight. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, you are getting the four managers, so at least 
from the standpoint of top supervisory personnel they will not save 
any salaries ? 

Mr. Crosson. I am not interested in salaries. 

Mr. Casey. Aren’t they on the list to be eliminated ? 

Mr. Crosson. No. Their job title will be eliminated, but I don’t 
think personalities will be eliminated. I think Mr. Trinkle is coming 
up, and I think Colonel Nance is coming up. 

Mr. Casey. Of course they are coming In on 30 days on a per diem 
basis. You know that they are coming in for 30 days where they 
will be paid $9 a day, and they will still be there for that many days. 

Mr. Crosson. Well, I hope they are going to stay indefinitely. 

Mr. Casey. Are they going to retain the same salaries ? 

Mr. Crosson. I have no idea, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Well now, you advised the committee as to the service 
that will be rendered to the veterans in the future, as compared to 
what they have been getting. Can you advise the committee whether 
the cost to Uncle Sam will be greater or less, and why ? 

Mr. Crosson. I cannot give you any advice on that, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, now, there are two rather important factors in 
the question of the wisdom of making this consolidation, I think you 
will agree with that, won’t you? 

Mr. Crosson. We were not consulted about the consolidation. 

Mr. Harpy. But you have said that this consolidation was more 
important, that it was more important for the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration to have the building for their consolidation than for the 
arsenal to have it. 

Mr. Crosson. Because I think there is other space for the Frankford 
Arsenal, 

Mr. Harpy. Whether or not that is true, we don’t know. That may 
or may not be true, but there remains the question as to the wisdom 
of the consolidation at all. 

Mr. Crosson. I have no idea what the Frankford Arsenal proposes 
to do in the building, other than what I have heard. 








CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 115 


Mr. Harpy. Well, that being the case you are hardly qualified to 
pass judgment on the relative merits, are you ? 

Mr. Crosson. I am qualified in this respect—— 

Mr. Casey. You think there is space available in Philadelphia? 

Mr. Harpy. That is hardly the point. 

Mr. Casey. If the man is in charge of finding the space and can- 
not find it, are you better qualified to find space than he? 

Mr. Crosson. No; absolutely not. 

Mr. Casey. How do you know the Cramp Shipyard space is adapt- 
able to what they want it for? 

Mr. Crosson. I heard they needed 100,000 feet for office space, and 
there is that much space in the office building at the Cramp Shipyards, 
which I think is now idle. 

Mr. Harpy. I think they needed 225,000 feet altogether. 

Mr. Crosson. There are many buildings in there. I think it is worth 
investigating. That is what I wanted to get before you. 

Mr. Harpy. Here you are, you don’t even want to separate your 
regional office, but you want to get them all in Philadelphia. 

Mr. Crosson. The district offices. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, your district offices, excuse me. You are suggest- 
ing now that the Ordnance Department separate its laboratories from 
its offices. Now, you are going to have a scientist who has a little bit 
of work to be performed in the office having to go across town to 
carry on an experiment. 

Mr. Crosson. The distance from our building to the Frankford 
Arsenal is much greater than the distance to this other one I am talk- 
ing about. 

Mr. Harpy. But we will put the whole business together over there. 

Mr. Crosson. Where? 

Mr. Harpy. In your building. 

Mr. Crosson. I think the same possibility might be explored at the 
Cramp Shipyards. I don’t know. I just recommend that to the com- 
mittee for what it is worth. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Crosson—— 

Mr. Lanuam. That is not the committee’s job. 

Mr. Crosson. I mean possibly to the General Services Adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. Casey. You made the recommendation that if there was going 
to be any consolidation it should be in Philadelphia in the Atwater 
Kent Building. 

Mr. Crosson. I said that the Veterans’ Administration owned the 
building at that time, and it was before the passage of the act that 
turned the building over to the GSA. It was our property at that 
time. 

Mr. Casey. You had a free choice at that time? 

Mr. Crosson. It was just giving General Gray an opinion sitting in 
a railroad station, that I thought if Congress wanted him to consoli- 
date these 13 offices into a smaller number of offices, that that build- 
ing, in my opinion, offered an ideal building for an insurance op- 
eration. 

Mr. Casey. So it was solely a matter of this particular building, so 
far as vou were concerned ? 

Mr. Crosson. Absolutely. 
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Mr. Casey. It was not occasioned by the fact that ‘you were the 
district manager in Philadelphia? 

Mr. Crosson. No; positively not, because—— 
oy Harpy. You would be less than human if this did not help a 

ittle. 

Mr. Crosson. I think I am getting close to retirement age, so that 
it would not make much difference. 

Mr. Casey. Now, Mr. Crosson, at the present time the regional 
office of the Veterans’ Administration occupies quarters in the center 
of Philadelphia. 

Mr. Crosson. Our own building at Broad and Cherry. 

Mr. Casry. At Broad and Cherry Streets? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes; owned by the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Casey. Had you considered at any time recommending that 
the regional office and district office occupy the same space at the 
Atwater Kent Building? 

Mr. Crosson. No. 

Mr. Casey. Have you considered that ? 

Mr. Crosson. Oh, ‘yes. 

Mr. Casry. The question is, have you considered that? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, yes, many times, and I have thrown it out on 
my own personal opinion, if my 32 years in the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration is worth anything, that eventually the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion will consolidate its medical activities in big metropolitan areas 
with a new hospital. I don’t think that eventually they would stand 
for the Veterans’ Administration having two medical clinics within a 
mile of each other, as the new hospital they are building in Phila- 
delphia, Newark, Pittsburgh, and so forth are built. That again is 
only my opinion, and I doubt very much if it would be agreed to by 
our medical people, but eventually I predict that that will come about. 

Mr. Casry. Is the regional office primarily a medical activity—— 

Mr. Crosson. It does all of this medical work, other than that done 
by the naval hospital at Philadelphia, which also does some for the 
eight counties around Philadelphia County. Then you have another 
regional office in Wilkes-Barre for the central counties, and one in 
Pittsburgh for the western counties. 

I understand they do include the medical activities and the rehabili- 
tation and loan guarantee, but none of those activities are in the 
district, though. 

Mr. Casey. Is the medical activity the prime activity in the re- 
gional office? 

Mr. Crosson. No; not at the present moment. Your rehabilita- 
tion and vocational education is just as large as your medical activity. 
It is beginning to go down now. 

Mr. Casey. Would you have the loan guaranty and the vocational 
rehabilitation located in the hospitals? 

Mr. Crosson. I would have the administration building built on 
the hospital ground with no medical in it. The medical would be in 
the hospital buildings and an out-patient clinic, just as your civilian 
hospitals do now. 

Mr. Casry. Are you familiar with the set-up between the regional 
office and the district office in Boston ? 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir. 
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Mr. Casey. You are not familiar with the fact that within the 
past year or so, in Boston they consolidated the servicing functions of 
the regional office with the district office, so that—— 

Mr. Crosson. I have a slight idea. 

Mr. Casey. Are you familiar with this? 

Mr. Crosson. I have a slight knowledge. 

Mr. Casey. So that, so far as personnel matters are concerned and 
administrative matters are concerned, and supply matters are con- 
cerned, and finance it is all consolidated under one group of people? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. And as a result of that consolidation they are able to 
eliminate some 100 or so positions? 

Mr. Crosson. No; I am not too familiar with that. 

Mr. Casry. So that, when you say you have given consideration to 
the possible consolidation of the regional and district offices, were 
the economies inherent in that kind of function considered by you? 

Mr. Crosson. The thing that was uppermost in my mind, Mr. Casey, 
was the consolidation of medical personnel, where we were in short 
category and very expensive. I think that you would get more out 
of your medical people if they were working in the big medical hos- 
pitals which we are building in the city than they would in two 
places. That is only my opinion, not agreed with, 1 am sure, by a lot of 


— 
Mr. Casry. How much space do you occupy down there in the 


Atwater Kent Building at the present time? 
Mr. Crosson. For the district office ? 
Mr. Casey. For the district office only, aside from the record center. 


Mr. Crosson. 186,000 feet, if I remember. 

Mr. Casey. 186,000 feet. How much does the record center occupy ? 

Mr. Crosson. I gave you those figures the other day. I am not the 
manager of the record center. That is in Washington. They have 
176,000 feet, if I remember, to the west of the fire wall, and 22,000 
in that building 5, and 16,000 in that building on the outside. 

Mr. Casey. I am only talking about that one building that is repre- 
sented as containing 741,000 square feet. 

Mr. Crosson. One hundred and seventy-six thousand feet. 

Mr. Casey. One hundred and seventy-six thousand feet ? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. So that the Veterans’ Administration at the present 
time in Philadelphia occupies 186,000 feet occupied by the district 
office and 176,000 feet occupied by the record center ? 

Mr. Crosson. In that main building, in the main building, that is 
about correct. 

Mr. Casey. That is 362,000 square feet. In the press release that 
was issued under date of July 26 it was represented, I believe, that the 
Veterans’ Administration already has been using 500,000 feet of the 
building’s 723,000 square feet for its present district office there. Can 
you explain that statement ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. No; I cannot, except that he added the 173.000 feet 
that that in-service insurance might have had. 

Mr. Casey. The in-service insurance was all over by July 26, 1951? 

Mr. Crosson. No; it is not quite over yet. There are a few people 
still there. 

Mr. Casey. How many people were there on July 26? 
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Mr. Crosson. I have not any idea. That was a Washington activ- 
ity. We did not keep the records. 

Mr. Casey. Did you begin to disband that operation as soon as 
Public Law 23 was enacted ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. Within a few weeks afterward. They had a backlog 
of applications coming in. That was run from the central office : and 
not from my office. 

Mr. Casey. Would you say that that statement was incorrect, that 
the VA already has been using 500,000 of the building’s 723,000 square 
feet for its present district office there ? 

Mr. Crosson. With the words “district office”: yes. 

Mr. Casry. Iam reading what was in the press release. 

Mr. Crosson. I am not familiar with this. The district office cer- 

tainly was not occupying that much. 

Mr. Casey. There is no question about that? 

Mr. Crosson. Five hundred thousand feet / 

Mr. Casry. Yes. 

Mr. Crosson. No; absolutely not. 

Mr. Casey. The district office itself is only occupying 186,000 square 
feet ? 

Mr. Crosson. That is about right. 

Mr. Casey. How much of the 741,000 square feet is it contemplated 
will be oceupied when this consolidation takes place, if it does / 

Mr. Crosson. At the moment they are going to occupy everything 
that is available, practically everything that is available. What it 
will shake down to, I could not tell you, except that I could be guided 
by the figures that I understand the General Services Administra- 


tion have issued or are about to issue, allowing 80 feet per employee ? 
| 


Mr. Harpy (presiding). Eighty feet ¢ 
Mr. Crosson. Yes, sir. Eight square feet per person, or per em- 


ployee. That is including space for files and everything, Congress- 
man Hardy; 80 feet. If you would take 4,000 employees and multiply 
it by 80 feet, we would eventually be forced to get into 320,000 square 
feet. That is, of course, exclusive of the big record center. 

Mr. Casey. Do you know how much space the New York office occu- 
pies at the present time / 

Mr. Crosson. No; I do not, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And you do not know how much space the Boston or 
Richmgnd offices occupy 4 

Mr. Crosson. No; I do not. 

Mr. Casey. You have less, according to the figures I have here, 
379,000 square feet of the 741,000 square feet, which includes the 
record center of 176,000 and your own space of 186,000 ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. So that if you are going to use all the space, you are 
going to use the 379,000 square feet that is left ; is that so? 

Mr. Crosson. More than likely for the time being, until they shake 
down, I would say. But I am sure that if that 80 feet per person is 
going to prevail, in a year from now you are going to have a consider- 
able block of footage there. 

Mr. Casry. How would that 80 feet per person affect your present 
operation, aside from this consolidation ? 

Mr. Crosson. Inthe Philadelphia district office ? 

Mr. Casry. Yes. 
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Mr. Crosson. I would say we have more than that on the average. 

Mr. Casey. How much more / 

Mr. Crosson. We have, let us say, 1,300 employees, and 80,000 feet, 
whatever that would be. We have wide fire aisles now and things 
which we put in which would no doubt have to be narrowed down under 
that kind of arrangement. 

Mr. Casry. When was the first time that you were notified of this 
move / 

Mr. Crosson. When we were called to Washington, on July 26, that 
is, Thursday, the date of that press release that you referred to. 

Mr. Casry. Who was called to Washington at that time’ I mean, 
who was present when you were notified ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. Most of the Assistant Administrators, Major Clark 
and some other men, the Assistant Administrators, and the four man- 
agers concerned. 

Mr. Casry. And prior to that time you had not been consulted by 
this committee that was set up under Mr. Stirling! ‘To your knowl- 
edge none of this committee made any visit to your office in Philadel- 
phia for the purpose of analyzing the space or the problems involved ? 

Mr. Crosson. Not as a committee. Mr. Stirling had been there a 
short time. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Stirling testified that he had not been there. 

Mr. Crosson. Sir? 

Mr. Harpy. I think that Mr. Stirling testified that he did not go 
up there after the establishment of the committee. 

Mr. Crosson. No. He came shortly after he was appointed As- 
sistant Administrator in Charge of Insurance. I think that was be- 
fore this committee came into being. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you have knowledge of any Assistant Administra- 
tors coming there for the purpose of an: alyzing this situation ? 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And your first knowledge of it, then, came on July 26? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casry. And on July 26 what were you told with respect to 
the time element involved, as to when this consolidation would take 
place? 

Mr. Crosson. We were not told any time then, that I recall. The 
statement was made and issued and I got on the telephone and tele- 
phoned it back to my people in Philadelphia. 

Mr. Casey. You were handed a copy of this press release ? 

Mr. Crosson. We were shown copies of it, yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And so far as your knowledge at that time was concerned 
the statement that is contained in this press release that the move would 
be made within 6 months and that the office would be operated within 
18 months, that was as definite as you knew about the time element ? 

Mr. Crosson. That is correct. 

Mr. Casey. Were you asked to do anything immediately to get 
ready for this move ? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, I was instructed to get ready. That was the 
reason I telephoned home. 

Mr. Casey. W hat did vou tell them to do? 

Mr. Crosson. To begin to get ready to move and begin to study the 
space so that we could get these people in, because that meant that we 
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would have to increase all of our activities in finance and adjudication 
and property and supply, and so forth. I wanted to get started just as 
quickly as I could and let them know what I was called down to Wash- 
ington for. 

Mr. Harpy. You were aware of the interest of Ordnance in the 
building ? 

Mr. Crosson. I heard discussion about it, Congressman, yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Some of them had been by perhaps to inspect the 
building? 

Mr. Crosson. There were officers from the Ordnance over through 
the building. There were some large—not large, but maybe a dozen 
civilians and officers—over, that I did not see, but I was told they 
were in the building. I know the commanding officer of the Frank- 
ford Arsenal quite well. 

Mr. Harpy. Were you aware of the commitment made to Ordnance 
by General Services Administration ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. I was aware of this fact, that they expected to get 
the commitment but they had not gotten it. Colonel Becker was a 
little bit annoyed that he had not gotten it. And finally we had 
heard that they had gotten it. 

‘Mr. Harpy. How much discussion was there of Ordnance occupancy 
when you came down to that meeting in Washington ? 

Mr. Crosson. I do not understand your question, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. How much discussion of Ordnance’s interest in the 
matter came up at the meeting which you attended in Washington 
on July 26% 

Mr. Crosson. The only thing I said, if I remember, that had any- 
thing to do with Ordnance—this might interest you—was to say to 
Major Clark, who presided at the meeting, “Do the Ordnance people 
know about this?” 

He said, “Yes, they have been instructed not to move.” 

I said, “If that is the situation, you had better be sure about that.” 

And I think that Colonel Dryden, in charge of real estate and con- 
struction, left the room for the purpose of calling up the central office 
here of the General Services Administration to confirm the fact that 
the space had been assigned to the VA, and not to the Ordnance, be- 
cause I think that they were preparing to move rather quickly about 
the time that this notice was made. I think they were getting ready 
to begin moving something in from the Frankford Arsenal into this 
building. 

Mr. Casey. I guess they are sorry now they did not move more 
quickly, are they not ? 

Mr. Crosson. I do not know, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casey. Pursuant to whose instructions or directions have you 
been moving desks into the space? 

Mr. Crosson. Instructions from Major Clark to get the space ready 
to receive these people and coordinate the move, as far as the Phila- 
delphia end was concerned. 

Mr. Casey. And have you been given specific dates with respect to 
the moving of each of the three offices ? 

Mr. Crosson. I have specific dates about Richmond, finance and 
adjudication and administrative services, moving over the Labor Day 
holiday. They would follow then with their insurance, and with that 








CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 121 


completion, Boston will follow right in. I think we have instructions 
to that effect. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have any instructions with respect to receiv- 
ing records from the Boston office next week ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. Next week? 

Mr. Casry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir; except these finance records possibly over 
the Labor Day holiday, if you mean that as next week. 

Mr. Casey. What are the first records that you expect to receive 
from Boston? 

Mr. Crosson. Finance records, pay cards, and their XC files, which 
we will integrate immediately on their receipt. 

Mr. Casey. When do you expect to receive them / 

Mr. Crosson. Possibly beginning over the Labor Day week end. 

Mr. Casry. Do you have the files all set up to receive those records? 

Mr. Crosson. Only for expansion. Their own files will come in 
their own filing cabinets. 

Mr. Casey. What expansion will there be involved ? 

Mr. Crosson. I understand that we are getting quite a few XC 
files from the central office here in Washington. That is the detail 
work of the central office people, and the four directors of the adminis- 
trative service sauacael They have been meeting for 3 days and 
working out those files for expansion purposes to take care of files that 
are down here. 

Mr. Casry. Now, Mr. Crosson, you understand that in pursuance 
to information from you, Major Clark and the Bureau of the Budget 
have testified here today that there will be no difficulty recruiting 
qualified personnel in the Philadelphia area to replace the people that 
will not come from these three district offices ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. I do not think there will be, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casey. On what do you base that? 

Mr. Crosson. On the way we are getting them. We have about 900 
people hired or committed now, typists, stenographers, clerks, and so 
forth. We have a great many people in the Philadelphia area that 
are available to us that we have had at one time or another, and we 
have lost them by reductions in force. They are very anxious to come 
back to us, 

Mr. Harpy. It would not be as many as 3,000? 

Mr. Crosson. Sir? 

Mr. Harpy. It would not be as many as 3,000? 

Mr. Crosson. No, Congressman, it would not, and I do not expect’ 
we would need 3,000, We are having no trouble with typists and 
clerks, none whatsoever. We have far more than we could possibly 
use. 

Mr. Casry. Who put the ad in the paper? 

Mr. Crosson. The Civil Service Commission, Mr. Casey, I under- 
stand, and not the VA. It evidently is a Civil Service release. 
Where they got their information I have not the slightest idea. 

Mr. Casey. You mpan that they did not contact you before they put 
an ad in asking for stenographers / : 

Mr. Crosson. No; they did not. I was not home at that time. But 
they certainly did not contact me, and as far as I know they did not 
contact anybody connected with my office. 
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Mr. Casey. What position are you in to decide that these people 
that you hire are qualified ? 

Mr. Crosson. They are qualified by the Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. Casey. Have you any knowledge of their qualifications your- 
self ? 

Mr. Crosson. No. Many of them are coming off already existing 
civil service lists. 

Mr. Casry. How often do you run those civil-service exams up 
there? 

Mr. Crosson. Every day now, they are examining clerks and typists. 
That is under the direction of the Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. Casey. And how many exams a day are going on up there / 

Mr. Crosson. About two. They are examining both for typists 
and clerks, I think, and I think they are possibly having two each 
in the morning and afternoon, if I remember. 

Mr. Casry. Now, what about other personnel, other than just the 
clerks and stenographers? 

Mr. Crosson. The adjudicators, for instance ? 

Mr. Casey. Yes. 

Mr. Crosson. We have plenty of adjudicators that we have sur- 
plused, and we can promote adjudicators under the Civil Service 
rules. We have many people who can qualify for adjudicators that 
are not adjudictors at the moment because there are not any positions. 

Mr. Casey. How about qualified people in the Insurance Division ‘ 

Mr. Crosson. We are training those now. You see, we have had 
two considerable reductions in force since the branch office went out 
of business 2 years ago, and we have let a lot of tub clerks, or premium 
account clerks, as the insurance premium people call them, go. Or 
we have moved them into other jobs. A week or two brushing up, and 
it will be a perfectly simple matter to put them back on those tubs. 

Mr. Casry. You mean these people that you let go—don’t they have 
any jobs now ¢ 

Mr. Crosson, I do not know whether they have jobs or not. But, 
believe it or not, they are anxious to come back to us. 

Mr. Casey. They have not, at least, secured any better jobs than 
you can give them at the present time ? 

Mr. Crosson. I am chairman of the Federal Personnel Council 
in Philadelphia. That is the personnel officers of all the departments 
around Philadelphia. I got the job not because I wanted it, but because 
they just selected me. And I am getting one of the agreements I 
forced through hitting me right in the face now, just what you are 
talking about, because a lot of people that want to come back to me 
‘annot come back to me because | insisted that all of the Government 
agencies in Philadelphia sit down and agree, for the general good of 
the United States, that we would not proselytize on each other, and I 
got them all to sign it. And it is hitting me in the nose right now, be- 
cause there are a lot of good people that want to come bac k to me, and 
I will not take them because they are already working for another 
Government agency. 

Mr. Harpy. “Maybe you will have to amend your rules. 

Mr. Crosson. T cannot do it, Congressman. ‘The agreement also 
says that we will all let them go if they go into an increased grade. 
That is the only time we will take them back. 

Mr. Harpy. And that is more taxpayers’ money ? 
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Mr. Crosson. No. That is for the best interests of the Government, 
all told. It really is. 

Mr. Casey. What was your position in the Philadelphia office when 
this decentralization from New York took place ? 

Mr. Crosson. Assistant Deputy Administrator. 

Mr. Casey. Assistant Deputy Administrator ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. Of the—— 

Mr. Crosson. Three States, Pennsylvania, Delaware, and New 
Jersey. 

Mr. Casry. Was the district office set up in 1946? 

Mr. Crosson. No. The branch office they called them then. 

Oh, you are right. The district. They were branch offices up until 
that time, and then after the branch offices went out and the super- 
visory responsibility returned to Washington, they became district 
offices. 

Mr. Casey. All right. Now, what was your position in the district 
office ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. Manager. 

Mr. Casey. Manager / 

Mr. Crosson. Manager. 

Mr. Casey. So you have been manager of the district office for how 
long ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. Since it started, about 2 years ago. 

Mr. Casey. Two years ago? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes; or a little over. 

Mr. Casry. Now, when the decentralization took place in 1946, 
what was your experience with respect to the backlog of insurance 
claims and insurance matters ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. It was a pretty hectic experience. We had to train 
people and get going, and this decentralization took place from New 
York, and quite a few people came from New York, commuted, and 
our job was to get the records reconciled, set up, build up an index, 
and many, many other diflicult things. 

Mr. Casey. How long before you were current ? 

Mr. Crosson. That all depends on what you call current. 

Mr. Casry. How long before you reached—are you current today ? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes. 

Mr. Casry. How long have you been current ? 

Mr. Crosson. I would say we have been current since 1948. 

Mr. Casey. So that it took 2 years after the decentralization 

Mr. Crosson. Yes. You will never be current, if I may interject 
myself here, when we get letters, “Dear Uncle Sam: Here is two 
bucks for my insurance. Your friend, Joe.” It is sometimes hard 
to apply that one. 

Now, there is a $2 or a $3 premium that we have. We have to try 
to find out 

Mr. Casey. I guess that you understand that I am not talking about 
the “Dear Uncle Sam” letters. 

Mr. Crosson. Yes. I would say that we have been reasonably 
current since 1948. 

Mr. Casey. I presume that this consolidation, will not cause any 
backlog this time? 

Mr. Crosson. I am sure that it will not, Mr. Casey. 
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Mr. Casey. You are sure it will not ? 

Mr. Crosson. I am sure that if we get these top managers that are 
coming in, and with their top executive force, I am sure that there will 
not be. 

Mr. Casry. Well, it is the very top executive force that is supposed 
to be eliminated by this move? 

Mr. Crosson. As I said, their job titles might be eliminated, but 
they are coming. Their personalities are coming. 

Mr. Casry. But they are coming on this 30-day per diem fiesta / 

Mr. Crosson. But we hope they will stay on. 

Mr. Casey. But what this move is designed to eliminate is these 
very people. They are going to eliminate the grades 8, 9, and 11? 

Mr. Crosson. No; I do not think so. 

Mr. Casry. I do not understand how these managers and the super- 
yisory people are going to help out the situation at this time. 

Mr. Crosson. I think they will. I think that positions will be 
found. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you have a pretty good idea as to how vou are going 
to tie all these people together now? Can your four offices function 
in one of! ce? 

Mr. Crosson. What they do, Congressman, is that the insurance 
moves in, as you have heard testified this morning. They move in in 
separate blocks, and then they will integrate, based on the manuals 
that thev have. 

Mr. Harpy. Have you got a specific plan for integrating them? 
It may be unfortunate that you have heard the testimony this morn- 
ing. But it was testified that it was going to be largely up to you, and 
the folks in Washington were not going to tell you how to integrate 
them. 

Mr. Crosson I did not understand it that way. That may be true. 
But they will integrate, if the order comes down from Major Clark. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you not hear the testimony this morning to the 
effect that it was expected that you were going to take over this whole 
operation ? 

Mr. Crosson. IT heard that. 

Mr. Harpy. And that you were going to be given a free hand, ad- 
ministratively, to work this thing out ? 

Mr. Crosson, That is the first time that I heard that in the testimony 
this morning. 

Mr. Harpy. You ought to have been awfully glad that we asked 
you to come down, because we are giving you a little advance informa- 
tion. 

That being the case, if that is correct, then it would be a logical as- 
sumption that you have not made any plans as to how you are going 
to integrate them or even how you are going to operate them. 

Mr. Crosson. We just follow the manuals. As soon as Mr. Stir- 
ling and Major Clark say, “Go ahead,” and set the date that they are 
to be integrated, they will be integrated. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, you have desks already fixed up in there for them, 
and you have not even been told until this morning that you were 
going to be the boss? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, what are you going to do with these people? Are 
you just going to say, “Well, you all cut loose and do the best you can?” 
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Mr. Crosson. No; I will not do that. 

Mr. Harpy. Have you got any definite plan as to how you are going 
to utilize them ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. We will consolidate the insurance files and we will 
consolidate our tub files and say, “From now on it is all one.” 

Mr. Harpy. It is easy to say, and I think that there are a lot of 
people in Government that have the idea that they can just issue a 
statement like that and it will be done. But in my experience, it has 
not worked out that way. 

Mr. Crosson. Only time will prove that, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. What is that ? 

Mr. Crosson. I say, only time will prove that. 

Mr. Harpy. We have a lot of things that time has proven, and it 
has been the converse of what the prognostications were, and I am 
just wondering if we are headed into another situation like that. 

I want to ask you another question along the line I was inquiring 
this morning. How many people in your office now are on travel 
status ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. None, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Not any? 

Mr. Crosson. No. My travel allowance per quarter is $50 a quarter. 

Mr. Casey. You are in a travel status yourself, are you not, Mr. 
Crosson ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. We always get that money from Washington. 

Mr. Casey. You are in a travel status are you not / 

Mr. Crosson. When I am working as district manager ? 

Mr. Casty. When you are down here in Washington. 

Mr. Crosson. Now I am on a travel status. I was called down 
here. But I do not think that is what the Congressman means. I 
think he means, do we have any people traveling out of the dis- 
trict office, routinely traveling. 

Mr. Harpy. Let us put it more specifically. There used to be— 
I do not know whether there still is or not—there used to be what is 
known as a letter of authorization for travel. 

Mr. Crosson. We do not have any such thing, Congressman. We 
get a very definite quarterly budget, and $50 is allowed for emer- 
gency travel if I am called down to Washington by the Administra- 
tor, $50 a quarter. 

Mr. Harpy. There is nobody in your whole office that has a blanket 
travel authorization ? 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And that includes your adjudicators and your claims 
people, and all of those? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And then they do not have any authority to travel 
around ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir, nobody in the district. I might help you a 
little bit by saying that if we have a matter in adjudication that re- 
quires a field examination, we send it to the nearest regional office 
and ask them to do it. 

Mr. Harpy. You send it to the regional office? How often do you 
have to do that ? 

Mr. Crosson. I do not know those figures. 
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Mr. Harpy. How much travel is involved with people in the 
ious contact offices who are trying to get insurance ? 

Mr. Crosson. They are in the regional office, sir. I am not famil- 
iar with that. 

Mr. Harpy. You would not know about that? 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I am trying to find out something here now, and I am 
not getting very far. I did not get ay where with Major Clark 
or Mr. Stirling, and I am not doing very well with you. 

But I have had some experiences with some of my own constitu 
ents who have a lot of difficulty keeping straight on their insurance 
and finding out what they have paid and what they have not paid, 
and one fellow came to me one day, and he said, “I have receipts her: 
showing that my insurance premiums are paid up 2 years in ad- 
vance.’ 

I sent him to the contact office. The thing never was straighten- 
ed out, and not even as of now. That has been going on for 2 years. 

Mr. Crosson. You have a good boy back there who can st raighten 
it out. 

Mr. Harpy. I want to get that straight before he leaves Wash- 
ington. 

But the thing that IT was trying to get at is this. Don’t you ever 
have rough cases, where through somebody's carelessness or  in- 
efficiency in the office, there has to be a field trip made to straighten 
them out ? 

Mr. Crosson. If we do, let us take Pittsburgh, for instance. If 
anything came in on the adjudication of an insurance claim, possibly 
on a legal claim as to who was beneficiary, or something like that, we 
would ask the Pittsburgh regional office to send out one of their 
field examiners to look into it. 

Mr. Harpy. So you let somebody else carry your travel costs / 

Mr. Crosson. That is right; for that kind of case. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, now, we are not doing anything but kidding 
ourselves. 

Mr. Crosson. But you have regional offices in those cities. 

Mr. Harpy. It is not up to your budget. So you make a long- 
distance call and get the fellow out in your regional office to do your 
traveling for you? 

Mr. Crosson. We do not do any long distance. We send it out and 
ask that it be done by a letter. 

Mr. Harpy. That is why it takes so long to get caught up? 

Mr. Crosson. I heard testimony here in one office that they were only 
35 death cases behind, today. We have 160—— 

Mr. Harpy. That is because we have efficiency in the Richmond 
office. And you fellows want to destroy it by moving it to 
Philadelphia. 

Mr. Casry. Do you have oceasion to send the files on insurance 
matters from the district office to the regional oflice ¢ 

Mr. Crosscn. No. 

Mr. Casry. You never release the files from the district office to the 
regional office ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. Insurance files? 

Mr. Casry. Yes. 


Mr. Crosson. No: never. 
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Mr. Casry. On death-claim matters? 

Mr. Crosson. No. 

Mr. Casry. Do you ever release the files from the district office on 
any matters to the regional office ? 

Mr. Crosson. No. The contrary is true, Mr. Casey. The regional 
office files come in to us sometimes. 

Mr. Casry. What ? 

Mr. Crosson. The regional office files come in to us, where a man 
requests a waiver of his insurance premium due to a total disability, 
or where he thinks he is totally disabled, and the determination of 
the waiver of the premium is made in the district office. 

Mr. Casey. Do you never release any of your files to the central 
office in Washington ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. When they re equest them. 

Mr. Casey. Is that frequent ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. Not very. 

Mr. Casey. Have you ever read the testimony at the end of the 
House appropriation bill that gave rise, apparently, to this con- 
solidation ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir. 

Mr. Casry. Do you know what was in the mind of the chairman 
at the time? 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir; I have not the slightest idea. 

Mr. Casey. The complaint that he registered at that time was that 
every time he followed up a letter from a veteran, he could not find 
the file because it was either in the central office or the regional office 
or the district office. He never could put his finger on it. 

Now, could you explain how that would take place ? 

Mr. Crosson. I have not any idea, not the slightest. 

Mr. Harpy. Let we ask this: Can a policyholder come in to your 
district office and straighten out a policy problem that he has? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. How many a year? 

Mr. Crosson. We have about 4,000 contacts a month of all kinds. 

Mr. Harpy. How many people come into your office to get their 
problems worked out ? 

Mr. Crosson. Not very many, Congressman; not a half dozen a day. 

Mr. Harpy. I do not know how that would work out in any other 
office. 

What does it mean, these figures that you gave Mr. Casey: “Con- 
tacts in the district office, 4,200 for the fiscal vear 19517? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes. They are telephone and visits that are made to 
the district office. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, look here. These people all must be right in 
the Philadelphia area, to be convenient. 

Mr. Crosson. Well, they could be over in Jersey, too, in the Phila- 
delphia area. 

Mr. Casry. Does that include telephone calls? 

Mr. Crosson. I am not sure of that, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Harpy. Four thousand two hundred. You work 200 days 
avear. That would be—— 

Mr. Crosson. Lots of these contacts, Congressman, I think had to 
do with dividends, and so forth. TI have not analyzed that yet. I 
got that figure from Mr. 
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Mr. Harpy. I will tell you what I am trying to get at right now. 
I am trying to see what is going to be the effect of this change on the 
policyholders. 

Mr. Crosson. I can tell you this, sir, that we have two men that 
do that job: One information clerk assigned to the regional office and 
one insurance clerk assigned to our insurance department. And they 
have been adequate to handle all that we have had. 

Mr. Harpy. Practically the only people that can satisfactorily use 
the services of these two men are those that live in the Philadelphia 
area, Now, I notice that your insurance contacts at the regional 
office are nearly 20,000. 

Mr. Crosson. Yes. That is right down in central city. 

Mr. Harvy. What did they do? Relay them up to you? 

Mr. Crosson. No. They answer them. The average contact man is 
a pretty good boy on insurance. 

Mr. Harpy. He is evasive enough to get rid of them ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. No, they are good boys. They do not require any 
evasion. Their job is not to evade. Their job is to be helpful, and 
they are. Really they are. 

Mr. Harpy. The thing that I am trying to get at is simply this. To 
add these two together, you have nearly 24,000 contacts on insurance 
matters. Now, presumably they would all come from the local area. 

Mr. Crosson. Yes. A man might be in the Philadelphia regional 
office to find out about vocational rehabilitation, and he would go 
down to make an inquiry about his insurance, and he would get it 
answered. He might ask the rates to reinstate. 

Mr. Harpy. All right. Now, here is the point. I do not know the 
figure in Richmond. I am going to try to get that when Mr. Trinkle 
comes up here. But if they are anywhere nearly comparable—here is 
one. Here is some information. Maybe we will get to verify it. 
The total number of insurance contacts at the Boston office and its 
associated stations during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1950, was 
82,944. Now, if you will tell me how those 82,944 people are going 
to contact the Philadelphia office, it might be most helpful to this 
committee. 

Mr. Crosson. I could not comment on that, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So you are going to save a little money by getting down 
there and you are going to keep up your service, and here are 82,944 
people who felt it necessary to contact the Boston regional office on 
insurance matters, presumably 

Mr. Crosson. I could not comment on that. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, those veterans are not going to get their answers, 
because they are not close enough to Philadelphia to go down there 
and ask you the question. 

Mr. Crosson. [ think they will. 1 think that the average contact 
office and regional office can answer almost every insurance problem 
that is presented to them. 

Mr. Harpy. I would still like to bring out the one point that I had. 
that they are shoved around from one contact office to another and 
never did get it straight until I had to get Mr. Stirling to straighten 
it out. 

Mr. Crosson. What is the matter with Lee Trinkle ? 

Mr. Harpy. That is what I am going to find out tomorrow. 
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Mr. Crosson. Let us both of us get him in a corner and go aboard. 

Mr. Harpy. Anyway, the point that I am trying to make is simply 
this, that certainly your district offices have not been accessible to too 
many people in the district that it may serve. 

Mr. Crosson. No. There are many large offices that do not have in- 
surance offices, Mr. Congressman, Los Angeles, Detroit, Pittsburgh, 
and Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Harpy. Yes. I think it may be unfortunate that they do not. 
But if these 82,944 people in Boston should need to make a contact 
at the district office, they would have to come to Philadelphia to do it. 

Mr. Crosson. We would be glad to do it. 

Mr. Harpy. You will save ‘travel, but God help the poor veteran. 

Mr. Crosson. I hope that that will not be necessary. 

Mr. Harpy. Sodol. 

Mr. Casry. I have one other aspect of this, Mr. Crosson. 

Since July 26, which I understand is the first time that you knew 
about this proposed consolidation—— 

Mr. Crosson. That is correct. 

Mr. Casry. Have you made some study of housing conditions in and 
around the Atwater Kent Building? 

Mr. Crosson. The personnel people tell me—what you heard today 
was pretty reasonable—that there are many apartments available. 
There is one big apartment house that called up the other day and 
said that they had two-hundred-and-some apartments available, but 
they were at $84 a month up. 

Mr. Casey. How much were they? 

Mr. Crosson. As I say, they were at $84 a month up. 

Mr. Casey. I see. 

Mr. Crosson. Now there are big garden type apartments outside the 
Camden area and further out in Phil: adelphia that might be a trifle 
cheaper, perhaps. Maybe you would get into the $65 and $72 class. 

There are many apartments, [I think, from reading the newspapers 
in that big Germantown area there, that are converted houses, and 
what they would run, I do not know. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you ever ride down the highway heading for a 
city to spend the night and see the hotel signs saying, “Transient 
rooms, $2.50 up”? 

Mr. Crosson. Yes. “No vacancies,” too, I see. 

Mr. Harpy. When you get in there, you can get a $10 room, but you 
cannot get a $2.50 one. I wonder if that might be the same situation 
in that $84 development. 

Mr. Crosson. I would say this, Congressman, that in the kind of 
city that Philadelphia is, with its vast number of large homes that are 
being rapidly turned into three and four apartments, three-story 
houses, we have many of them near the office, there would be a reason- 
ably good chance that people can settle down. I think as good a 
chance as they would have in any city in the United States at the 
moment. 

Mr. Harpy. But again you are basing that on opinion rather than on 
a factual study. 

Mr. Crosson. That is right. But I have lived in Philadelphia 
all my life. 





130 CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Casry. Are you aware of the fact that some governmental 
agency has designated Philadelphia as a tight area for housing? 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. You find nothing in your survey of this entire situation 
since July 26 that is adverse in any way to this move ? 

Mr. Crosson. No, I do not. If you want my honest opinion, over 
the long term, I think it is a good move. I feel for the guys that 
sre being moved. The same thing could happen to me or my gang. 
But I think that it was something that was coming. Possibly it is 
coming a little ahead of time, with this space being available. But 
eventually, Congressman, we are going to insist on that. 

If it has to come, I think that this is the best way to do it. 

Mr. Harpy. What basis do you have to believe that the experience 
of consolidating at Philadelphia will be any more satisfactory than 
the consolidation experience was in New York? 

Mr. Crosson. I do not think that there is any comparison, Con- 
gressman. That was in wartime, and the quality of personnel was 
not available. The records were never nedléd up to the perfection 
that they are worked up at today. I do not think that there is any 
comparison now with the records in 1945 and 1946; not the slightest. 
If these records are perfect, they will go right into operation. 

Mr. Harpy. I do not think that anything is perfect. 

Mr. Crosson, They will come from these offices. 

Mr. Harpy. Undoubtedly there has been a lot of improvements. 

Mr. Crosson. That is my opinion. 

Mr. Harpy. I think cndonkiedls there must have been a lot of 
improvements. 

Mr. Cassy. Mr. Crosson, I regret. that due to the time limitations 
we were not able to look into the personnel records of those ple 
that you are hiring down there. But I understood from talking to 
you and also from official information I have received through the 

“eterans’ Administration that this pool of 1,000 people that you 
had there for those in-service applications after the Korean War 
broke out was the primary source and the primary reason for de- 
ciding that we had available qualified personnel in Philadelphia. 

Mr. Crosson. I did not so understand that, Mr. Casey, because if 
that had been the case why didn’t they keep those people and make 
this decision about the move and consolidation before we allowed 
those people to go? I think one of the tragedies is that we did not 
do that at the same time because we had carefully selected those people 
and we had had them in classes. 

Now, it is true they might not have been handling the same type 
of insurance but they were getting insurance-minded, and they 
were very excellent. We investigated their last employment and if 
they did not tag in well, even though they were on civil-service lists, 
if they did not tag in well with their last employer, we bounced them 
off the list and we were rather proud of that group. And they dis- 
sipated, but they are coming back to us, thank Heaven. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Crosson, you have had more than 30 years’ experi- 
ence in this business. Is it your experience that the more experience 
an employee has the more efficient the operation of the office? 

Mr. Crosson. Very definitely. 

Mr. Casey. And in your experience, since 1946, since the decen- 
tralization from New York, has not each employee that you have 
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had in your employ since that time been able progressively to handle 
more and more cases per day and per month ? 

Mr. Crosson. I do not know what you mean by handling them. 
You might get down to the adjudicators. You might get down to 
the underwriters. And that would be true. But you expect from 
typists and stenographers, and pretty soon from a clerk, that pretty 
soon with the routine type of their operation they are going to be 
ready to go ahead and do a full day’s work. 

Mr. Casry. Let us take the type of personnel above grade 4. 

Mr. Crosson. An underwriter, for instance ¢ 

Mr. Casry. Anything above grade 4. 

Mr. Crosson. Here is a situation you have with underwriting. We 
have a large group of underwriters now that in a few months from 
now, if something like this had not taken place, I think 75 percent of 
them would be surplussed because, as you know, underwriting depends 
on new business and .we have no new business because of that act of 
April 23 giving the Korean boys free insurance. There are no new 
applications; there is no new insurance, and there are no new 
underwriters. 

Mr. Casey. How many underwriters do you have? 

Mr. Crosson. I do not know. 

Mr. Harpy. Are those underwriters qualified as adjudicators? 

Mr. Crosson. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And you anticipate that approximately 75 percent of 
those underwriters might be surplus ¢ 

Mr. Crosson. Yes, sir; 3 or 4 months from now; yes. 

Mr. Casey. Do I understand from you that your personnel ceiling 
for October 1 did not call for any cut-backs ? 

Mr. Crosson. We have not gotten our personnel ceiling for October 
1, yet. We have not received it. 

r. Casry. The Boston office has received it. Why haven’t you 
received it? 

Mr. Crosson. We did not receive ours. 

Mr. Casey. Didn’t you tell me that your October 1 personnel ceiling 
did not call for any reduction in force ? 

Mr. Crosson. No; I do not think so. 

Mr. Casry. Have you conveyed this information prior to this con- 
solidation move to Washington, that in 3 or 4 months you would have 
a surplus of 75 percent of your underwriters ? 

Mr. Crosson. No. I think they understand that. I think we will 
have plenty of trained underwriters, just for that reason. There will 
not be any new business under the changes in policies already in exist- 
tence. A great portion of your underwriting was your new business, 
men reapplying for their insurance, 

Mr. Casey. Do you agree with the information I have received 
that progressively since 1946, when this operation was decentralized, 
with the more experience that people had the more efficient the opera- 
tion became, the more cases per day and per month could be handled 
per employee, the less people would be required in these district offices, 
and if they cnataliel now and started all over again, you are going 
to start in with the same situation that you faced in 1946? 

Mr. Crosson. No; I do not agree. 

Mr. Casey. And that is because you are going to be able to pick 
up experienced personnel off the streets? 
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Mr. Crosson. Yes. Not only that, but the fact is this. In 1946 you 
had no training cadre to go on. 

Mr. Casry. No what? 

Mr. Crosson. Training cadre or training group. In 1946 you de- 
centralized fram New York to 13 offices all over the country, and you 
began those offices from scratch. 

Mr. Casry. Didn’t you get some people from New York? 

Mr. Crosson. We did, but Seattle, Wash., did not. 

Mr. Casry. Didn't Boston get them from New York? 

Mr. Crosson. They possibly got some. They did not get very many. 
But Denver did not, and St. Louis did not, and St. Paul did not. 
They started from scratch. 

Mr. Casey. We are not talking about Denver and St. Paul right 
now. We are talking about Boston, New York, and Richmond. 

Mr. Crosson. But what I am trying to say to you, Mr. Casey, is 
that you are moving the group into Philadelphia where you already 
have an experienced group there, something that you can tie into. 
We did not have that in 1946. 

Mr. Casey. Have you tried to disassociate your interest as being 
the man in the Philadelphia office, with the opinions that you are 
expressing here today ? 

Mr. Crosson. Absolutely. 

Mr. Casey. That is all. 

Mr. Harpy. Are there any further questions, Mr. Bush? 

Mr. Busu. No questions. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you, Mr. Crosson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Crosson. Thank you, gentlemen. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Casey. Will Mr. Cronin and Mr. Hurford come forward, 
please. 

Mr. Harpy. Will you gentlemen be sworn. 

Do you and each of you solemnly swear that the testimony you give 
this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Cronin. I do. 

Mr. Hurrorp. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF NEIL J. CRONIN, DIRECTOR, CLAIMS SERVICE AND 
ACCOUNTING MANAGER OF THE BOSTON DISTRICT OFFICE; AC- 
COMPANIED BY EDGAR D. HURFORD, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR AND 
ACCOUNTING DIRECTOR OF THE INSURANCE SERVICE IN BOSTON 


Mr. Casry. Your full name, Mr. Cronin? 

Mr. Crontin. Neil J. Cronin. 

Mr. Casey. Your title? 

Mr. Cronin. Director, claims service and accounting manager of 
the Boston district office, VA. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Hurford, would you identify yourself for the ree- 
ord at this time? 

Mr. Hurrorp. Edgar D. Hurford, assistant director and aeccount- 
ing director of the insurance service in Boston. 

Mr. Casey. Mr, Cronin, you have been director of the claims sec- 
tion of the Boston office for how long ? 

Mr. Cronin. Since returning from World War IT, when the branch 
office was established in 1946. 
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Mr. Casey. Now, would you describe very briefly your experience 
with the situation that existed upon the decentralization in 1946 ¢ 

Mr. Cronin. From New York ¢ 

Mr. Casry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cronin. I had the job of organizing the claims service. I took 
a couple of trips to Washington. I was promised some experienced 
help. I took a couple of trips to New York. I signed up several peo- 
ple, all that would come to Boston, that IO. Kd, with an assistant. 
And the group that came was just about 50 percent of what I had hoped 
for.. We started off—— 

Mr. Casry. Can you tell me a little bit more definitely how many 
people actually came from New York ? 

Mr. Cronrn. Yes. At that time we had 104 and I think about 25 
came from New York and about the same number from Washington. 

Mr. Casry. At that time there was some function of this operation 
being carried on in Washington and some part being carried on in 
New York that was decentralized to the Boston area ¢ 

Mr. Cronin. That is correct. It was decentral’zed from the New 
York office. But the work on the death claims, we only needed another 
50 people and based upon, I believe, experience we got some very 
wonderful lawyers coming out of World War II and stenographers 
and clerks and all that were needed. But with the lawyers it was really 
difficult work to learn. I do not think that personally they are any 
good for 2 years. After 6 months they can handle a few cases a day, 
bt they are taking the time of experienced men who would sit beside 
them. 

One experienced man will handle two or three inexperienced men, 
and guide them. The first 3 months would be nothing but theoretical, 
studying cases. Then they would handle one or two cases a day and 
then goon. But it would be 6 months before they would be permitted 
to handle cases on their own, but always under supervision. 

But at the same time we had this training going on, we did not need 
the group that we had when we had 125 or so, because the claims did 
not come in on an increased load. It took about 6 months or 4 months, 

Mr. Casey. When you speak of 125, you had 125 positions to fill ? 

Mr. Cronin. Personnel? Correct. 

Mr. Casey. Were they actually filled or did you have 125 positions to 
fill? 

Mr. Cronin. No. We had about 60 people, and then with the new 
people coming in we filled about 75. 

Mr. Casry. And these were people from the Boston area / 

Mr. Cronin. Area; definitely. 

Mr. Casey. Were they from Boston ? 

Mr. Cronin. Definitely. 

Mr. Casey. Did I see a figure somewhere that the average age of the 
employees in the Boston office is 33 years ¢ 

Mr. Cronin. I have never seen that. 

Mr. Casry. How many people did you actually hire? Did you 
actually hire the 75 people ¢ 

Mr. Cronin. No, sir. We hired around 40. 

Mr. Casry. And were those young lawyers just finishing service 
and law school ? 

Mr. Cronin. Correct. Some of them had passed the bar; others 
had just graduated and had not passed the bar. Some wonderful men 
came in there. 
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Mr. Casry. Have those people pretty generally been with you for the 
last 5 years in Boston ¢ 

Mr. Cronin. That is correct. With a few exceptions, they are still 
there. 

Mr. Casey. And those people are referred to as adjudicators, are 
they ? 

Mr. Cronin. There are two groups: Those in basic legal work are 
adudicators. ‘The men that correct their work are attorney-reviewers. 
They handle three adjudicators. 

Mr. Casey. And with respect to both groups, do I understand it to be 
your opinion that the man is not an eflicient worker until after 2 years’ 
experience ? 

Mr. Crontn. May I answer it this way? My opinion—and I have 
tried to follow it wherever possible—is that an adjudicator is not able 
to turn out any work for at least 6 months, and he is not qualified to be 
given work on his own initiative for over a year—I say 2 years—to be 
tully qualified. 

But after a year we had to use them at that time on their own. An 
attorney-reviewer who corrects the work of the others, in my opinion, 
requires 3 or 4 years’ experience. 

Mr. Harpy. Right on that point, what other type of personnel do 
you have in your office that are qualified right now to become adjudi- 
cators ? 

Mr. Cronin. There are some attorneys. I believe I have heard that 
observation made by Mr. Crosson. Ido not know what he has in mind. 
But there are attorneys in there doing clerical and insurance card 
work, and others. But if there were an opening as an adjudicator 
they would be considered, because they passed the bar, but there is no 
opening. 

Mr. ifarpy. You mean that you have attorneys that are simply 
serving as file clerks and that sort of thing? 

Mr. Cronin. Not fileclerks. There are students going to law schools 
as file clerks. But there are men in the insurance work that are 
attorneys doing clerical work. 

Mr. Harpy. They are doing clerical work? They are not doing 
legal work ¢ 

Mr. Cronin. Not strictly legal, no. I think that Mr. Hurford here 
could assure you that insurance work is not legal work. 

Mr. Harpy. How many such people have you got in your office that 
are qualified to be made adjudicators ? 

Mr. Cronin. I would say no more than six. 

Mr. Harpy. But you do have six that you.would consider qualified 
to make adjudicators? 

Mr. Cronin. Well, Mr. Hardy, I have not gone into their records, 
and I would not want to say yes or no. But if their records indicate 
it, the fact that they are smart enough to graduate from law school, 
they certainly would be smart enough to receive favorable consider- 
ation from me. 

Mr. Harpy. They have passed the bar? 

Mr. Cronin. No. I do not think that many of them have. Most 
of them have not. I do not know. 

Mr. Harpy. Is it a requirement of an adjudicator that he must be 
admitted to the bar? 

Mr. Cronin. Not in the VA. 
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Mr. Harpy. The VA does not require that ¢ 

Mr. Cronin. Not for its adjudicators. 

Mr. Harpy. But you have to have a pretty good lawyer to make a 
good adjudicator, do you not 

Mr. Cronin. I would say definitely yes, we have some men that are 

excellent, and you need them on weighing the evidence to have them 
eliicient. There are some that are lawyers and they are just average, 
but you certainly ought to be a good student and a good lawyer in 
order to be an efficient adjudicator, expecting to be promoted to an 
attorney reviewer. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, what sort of lawyer would be willing to be just a 
clerk ¢ 

Mr. Cronin. Mr. Hardy, I know of people, with the fact that they 
are married, and some children arrive, and they are going to law 
school, who have not the opportunity to go out and transfer. Perhaps 
there are only a few lawyers. They are still young men. They are 
not going to leave a job of high-grade clerk in the insurance game to 
go out and practice law, because they do not want to take the chance. 
That is my opinion. 

Mr. Harpy. What is the grade of these clerks / 

Mr. Cronin. I would say some of them are 6’s and 7's. 

Have vou some that are otherwise, any lawyers that you know of ¢ 

Ir. Hurrorp. We have 7 that I know of. 

Mr. Harpy. You have one 7 did you say ¢ 

Mr. Hurrorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. What is his pay ¢ 

Mr. Hurrorp. The gentleman is in this room right now. 

Mr. Harpy. That is all right. I do not think that he would be em- 
barrassed. 

Mr. Hvurrorp. I do not know exactly what his salary is. It is about 
$4,400 a year. 

Mr. Harpy. $4,400 a year. 

But now he isa grade 7, and he has a law degree ? 

Mr. Hurrorn. He just passed the bar within the past year. 

Mr. Harpy. There are things that I just have a hard time getting 
through my head—why in the world any fellow who has a law degree 
and has passed the bar examination would satisfy himself with being 
aclerk. If he cannot make any more than $4,400 practicing law, then 
he made a mistake in spending as much money as he did on his educa- 
tion. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Cronin, what you mean by these six that you have 
referred to, is that they would be eligible to begin as adjudicators. But 
do you believe that their tr aining period would be cut down any by the 
fact that they are experienced in the insurance end of the Veterans’ 
Administration ¢ 

Mr. Cronin. Yes, I do. I think that any man who has spent at least 
a year or more in either the insurance service or the disability work, 
in the regional office, would learn the work some 3 or 5 months sooner 
than the fellow who came off the street, cold. That has been shown. 

Mr. Casry. In other words, it would be more logical to take a man 
from the Veterans’ Administration for an adjudicator’s job if he hap- 
pened to be a lawyer—— 

Mr. Cronin. From within. 
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Mr. Casey (continuing). Than it would be to take someone col 
from off the street ? 

Mr. Cronin. That is correct. 

Mr. Casry. How many people do you have in your Division of 
Claims? 

Mr. Cronrn. Seventy-eight. 

Mr. Casey. Seventy-eight people. What is the official tabulation 
so far as those people going to Philadelphia is concerned? What is 
the latest report, do you know ¢ 

Mr. Cronin. There have only been 25 out of the 78 said that they 
would not go. I know from my supervisors, who asked them all in the 
ditferent groups to give them verbally some word so that they would 
know where they stood, that there is only 1 out of 10 girls in the 
stenographie pool that is going. There is no insurance computer, who 
computes the work between the insurance service, the life insurance if 
a man dies, to our group of attorneys, with reference to insurance. Of 
the higher salaried, the adjudicators, 1 think out of 27, there will only 
be 4or6that will not go. ‘The others will, for the time being, anyway; 
and the same way with the lower grades of typists and stenographers. 
I do not think there will be any. With the clerks, I dare say there will 
be only 30 percent, if that high. 

Mr. Harpy. Mrs. Rogers is liable to lose some voters if those ‘votes 
go down to Philadelphia. 

Mr. Cronin. Lam sure that if possible, for as long as they can, they 
will keep their domicile and send votes for Mrs. Rogers. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a very important consideration, and I hope that 
you will instill that into the minds of these folks when they go down. 

Mr. Cronin. I do not mean to be facetious, but I have lived in her 
area most of my life, until | was married, and marched out of it, and 
it was my pleasure always to vote for her. 

Mr. Harpy. That is fine, Mrs. Rogers. I might have known that if 
he was in your area, he would be your supporter. 

Mrs. Rogers. I appreciate that very much, Mr. Hardy. He isa very 
fine man and very highly respected, 1 want you to know. 

Mr. Harpy. He showed good judgment. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Cronin, did you nave any responsibility for dis- 
seminating this questionnaire of August 1, which was designed to eticit 
from the employees whether they were going to Philadelphia or not ¢ 

Mr. Crontun, May I answer that in my own way ¢ 

Mr. Casry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cronin. I was at the meeting of July 26 in the central office 
here, and we were given two definite instructions, after being told what 
the Administrator’s plan was : to go back and start working on the 
floor plan, and what we would need—the proposed—not what we had 
now, but what we would need. Secondly, to obtain statements from the 
personnel as to whether or not they would transfer. 

Now, I had things arranged for a vacation with the family at a 
cottage. I took the first week off and canceled the other two. I had 
called up from Washington and passed the advance information on 
about the news release coming through, and asked them to get it to the 
people before they read it in the paper. 

When I returned, I felt that 1 was using good judgment, because 
I knew that everybody would be back on their heels. So I said, “We 








CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 137 


are not going to distribute the questionnaires until I come back, for 
another week or 10 days. Let them think it over.” 

The personnel, central office, called up and wanted to know what 
we were doing on the questionnaires. When the personnel officer, who 
was under the 1 gitanl manager, but services us, too, stated that I had 
not said anything about a questionnaire, he was told to prepare the 
questionnaire. So he prepared the questionnaire, and I believe the 
letter that was used with it was dictated over the phone, the same letter 
that they had sent to Richmond and New York. 

So while I was absent, they prepared this letter and questionnaire, 
and it was over the signature of the acting manager, Mr. Liebk, and 
released. 

Mr. Casry. So that from personal knowledge, aside from this ques- 
tionnaire, you believe that there is a reasonably good prospect of the 
adjudicators, particularly, going to Philadelphia if they are forced 
to go? 

Mr. Cronin. From the latest information I have from my division 
chief, ves, on the adjudicators. 

Mr. Casey. Are they out looking for jobs now ? 

Mr. Cronin. Several of them; more than half of them are looking. 

Mr, Casey. Then what do you say as to the prospects in Philadel- 
phia, provided this consolidation takes place, in comparison to the 
situation that you were faced with in Boston after the move in 1946? 

Mr. Cronry. In what respect, Mr. Casey ‘ 

Mr. Casey. Are you going to be faced with the same chaotic con- 
ditions that you were faced with in 1946? 

Mr. Cronin. No; I will not go as far as Mr. Crosson did, but I think 
that we have more trained personnel to lean on, and I do not think 
it will be quite so bad. I cannot agree that the service will be as good. 

Mr. Casey. In what respect will the service be deficient ? 

Mr. Cronin. Will be 

Mr. Casry. In what respect will the service to the veterans be defi- 
cient / 

Mr. Cronin. Deficient? I do not want to go that far. Knowing 
Harry Crosson, I think that he will see that the work is being kept 
current and that the quality of service is as high as possible. ‘I may 
be wrong, but sincerely, within the district office, since it has been 
in Boston, there has been something personal about the work, and 
you know that you are working for people, many of them that you 
know, around Boston, yes, but even through Massachusetts and New 
England. Those people up in the farthest } point, Maine and Vermont 
and New Hampshire, make trips to Boston, so many of them. Their 
organization officials make trips to Boston, for some other reason, but 
they have this business that brings them in, and they take care of their 
life insurance, or if it is a death claim, they come in, and there is a 
personal touch, that I do not think we get from the central oflice, and 
I am not criticizing my superiors, and I do not think that they will 
get it from Phik ide ‘Iphia, and I repeat, I will be working there, and 
giving the best of my ability. But I still think that they are taking 
something away from the veteran by recentralizing, or merging that 
far away in Philadelphia. 


88916—51 
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Mr. Casey. Mr. Cronin, at the present time, have you any knowl- 
edge of the number of cases per day or per month an adjudicator 
would handle in your Division of Claims? 

Mr. Cronin. Yes; I think an adjudicator—of course, some cases 
take only a half hour. Others will take 2 or 3 hours. Sometimes one 
‘ase is all a man can handle in a day. I have had cases where you 
have spent 2 to 3 days. But on the average, they should handle 20 
to 25 cases. 

Mr. Casey. A month? 

Mr. Cronin. A day, when they are not too hard. With difficult 
cases, 5 to 10, 

Mr. Casry. Now, after this consolidation takes place, is there any 
reason to believe that there will be need for fewer adjudicators in 
Philadelphia than in Boston? 

Mr. Cronin. I do not follow that. 

Mr. Casey. You do not follow my question ? 

Mr. Cronin. No. I do not follow that reasoning. But, of course, 
my superiors have said it. Now, they have figured that perhaps I 
have not seen it. So I am not contradicting them. But based upon 
my own reasoning. whether you are in Los Angeles, Philadelphia, or 
here, you follow the same recommendations, and if you are a man 
at all, you are going to give that case the same due consideration, 
so that if you have 25 adjudicators to do the work that is coming, 
and I am anywhere near efficient and my assistants are not sitting 
down, but turning out an honest-to-God day’s work, which I know 
they have, they will take the same time and you will require the same 
adjudicators and the same number of attorney reviewers, and nobody 
can change my opinion there. 

Mr. Harpy. You do not think that the Philadelphia water is going 
to make them work any faster? 

Mr. Crontn. From what I have heard about the cost of other stuff, 
I think that they will have to rely on water. 

Mr. Busu. If they want to live. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Hurford, you are the acting director of the divi- 
sion of insurance of the Boston office ? 

Mr. Hurrorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. And you have had some background in insurance work, 
have you? 

Mr. Hurrorp. I have. 

Mr. Casey. How long? 

Mr. Hurrorp. I have had 20 years of insurance service, in the field 
and in the home office. 

Mr. Casey. Was that all with the Veterans’ Administration ? 

Mr. Hurrorp. It has not been. I have been with the Veterans’ 
Administration since April 7, 1947. 

Mr. Casry. And where was your experience prior to that time? 

Mr. Hurrorp. My experience was with the Metropolitan Life Insur- 
ance Co. 

Mr. Casey. In what capacity, sir? 

Mr. Hurrorp. I started as an agent here in Washington, I became 
a detached assistant manager in Pennsylvania. I became a field train- 
ing instructor and a field training supervisor in the home office of the 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. 
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Mr. Casey. And you have been acting director of insurance for 
how long? 

Mr. Hurrorp. I first came with the Veterans’ Administration as 
the technical adviser on accounts. I became then the chief of the 
underwriting and insurance accounts division. J then became as- 
sistant director of insurance, 3 years ago, and on and off, up to the 
time of the death of our director, I have been in the acting capacity, 
on and off. 

Mr. Cassy. Now, am I correct in understanding that all the posi- 
tions that are presently under you in the Insurance Division will be 
transferred to Philadelphia, at least at this time ? 

Mr. Hurrorp. All with the exception of those on the per diem 
basis, which will be myself, the chief of the underwriting, and the 
assistant chief of the underwriting division, and the chef of the 
premium accounts division and his assistant. All others will be trans- 
ferred to Philadelphia at the same grade and pay. 

Mr. Casey. In connection with the operation of the Insurance 
Division, are there economies, in your opinion, that can be effected by 
reason of increased use of business machines if the thing is centralized 
in one location ¢ 

Mr. Hurrorp. I have been aware that a study is being made in the 
central office on that particular proposition. But at the present time 
I know that perhaps there could be economies made on the IBM ma- 
chines and other types of accounting machines. However, we have 
none of those ourselves in our office. 

Mr. Casey. Are the insurance operations of such a nature as to lend 
themselves to a production-line technique ¢ 

Mr. Hurrorp. To a certain degree; only in accordance that one 
particular operation is completed in one unit and it is transferred to 
the next unit for its operation. Within each unit, it depends upon the 
speed and skill of the employee that is doing the work. 

Mr. Casry. Now, during the last 5 years, since 1946, what has been 
your experience with respect to the increase in efficiency of operations 
inthe Insurance Division ¢ 

Mr. Hurrorp. I think that we have come from pandemonium in a 
fashion, up to where we are now a good, clean-cut operating unit, due 
to the fact that our people have been trained for a period of about 5 
years. You might say that the nucleus around which the insurance 
operation is made is the premium-acount clerk, the underwriter- 
examiner, and the correspondence clerk. With respect to those 3 
peoptie, although they are grade 4, it is very necessary that they be 
able to take care of all the detail at the proper time and keep their work 
up to date. There are a good many details that cannot be learned by 
any one of these clerks in a matter of a short time. They can be 
indoctrinated, yes. In a period of a month of indoctrination, they 
can go into on-the-job training, and for a period under close super- 
vision, of course, at the end of 6 months, they can be reasonably good 
operators. But it takes at least 6 months to take a person from scratch 
up to the ability of doing, normal, satisfactory work. 

Mr. Casry. During that 6-month period, would it require the at- 
tention and interfere with the work of more experienced people for 
training purposes? In other words, would the inexperienced person 
detract from the work of the experienced person who was showing 
him how to do the work ? 





140 CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Hvrrorp. If I have your question correctly, Mr. Casey, if the 
person that, say, is alongside is doing the same operation as the other 
person, it would be quite a detraction from him. That is, for the 
good operator, because he would have to be showing this other chap 
how to dothe work. 

Mr. Casey. Isn’t that essentially what is involved in the on-the- 
job training ? 

Mr. Hurrorp. On-the-job training is when a group of people will 
be doing a certain type of work and the supervisor, of course, will be 
instructing them and training them. That is not the equal worker 
himself. It takes more supervision and a better qualified supervisor 
to teach a person during that indoctrination period than any other 
time. 

Mr. Casey. How many people do you have in the insurance divi- 
sion in Boston? 

Mr. Hurrorp. At the present time, according to our July 1, 1951, 
ceiling, 750. 

Mr. Casry. Do you have any idea how many of those are going to 
Philadelphia ? 

Mr. Hurrorp. We had a report on August 7 of the number of 
people that were going to Philadelphia, and that*changes by the day. 

Mr. Harpy. Is it going up or down? 

Mr. Hurrorp. Sir? 

Mr. Harpy. Is it going up or down? 

Mr. Hurrorp. It is going down, the number of people that antici- 
pate going. 

Mr. Harpy. They are getting other jobs? 

Mr. Hurrorp. They are getting other jobs in the meantime. 

Mr. Casry. Are these figures based on the answers to that ques- 
tionnaire which indicates that if they do not say yes, they are going 
to get termination notices ? 

Mr. Hurrorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have any information other than the official 
tabulations in response to that questionnaire ? 

Mr. Hurrorp. I have only this particular statement. These people 
say yes, they are going, with the proviso—and that is a mental reser- 
vation on their part—that they will go if they cannot get another 
job. If they get another job, they will not go. And, of course, 
some people—not too many—are receiving jobs every day. With 
our ceiling of 750, we are now, as of the night before last, 718 people. 
So those other folks have found jobs in the meantime. 

Mr. Harpy. How many of those 718 do your latest figures indicate 
are planning to move to Philadelphia ? 

Mr. Hurrorp. Four hundred and thirty-eight said they were going. 
This is from the insurance service only. And 190 said they were not 
going. 

Mr. Harpy. How many of the four-hundred-and-so-many have 
reservations ? 

Mr. Hurrorp. Eighty-three are under protest and twenty-nine have 
not answered the questionnaire. 

Mr. Harpy. Eighty-three said they are going under protest? 

Mr. Hurrorp. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. They do not want to get fired, but that is their only 


alternative ? 
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Mr. Hvrrorp. But they will go if they have to, so they state. 

Mr. Casey. How many experienced people did you get from New 
York at the time of the decentralization move in 1946 ¢ 

Mr. Hurrorp. I cannot answer that question. I know there are 
some people that came up from New York, and some people that were 
hired in Boston and sent down to New York for a certain amount 
of indoctrination training. 

Mr. Casry. Now, for the first 2 years after this operation was 
moved from New York to Boston, is it not a fact that the people 
in the insurance division were working nights aml Sundays and 
holidays in order to try to straighten out the accounts / 

Mr. Hurrorp. There was a substantial amount of overtime that 
was used. I was not there at the particular time when they were 
working Sundays, and I am not familiar with their working Sundays. 
But I knew that there were Saturdays and night work, in order to 
get the accounts in order. 

Mr. Casey. I asked for these figures while I was in Boston, but I 
think I forgot to pick them up, as to the cost of running the insurance 
division for the years 1946, 1947, and 1948. Are you familiar with 
whether or not those figures were ever gotten together ¢ 

Mr. Hvurrorp. I am not familiar with that, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Of course, the purpose of my asking for these figures 
was to determine whether or not in the handling of accounts per 
employee, there had been an increased amount per day or per month 
as the employee became more experienced. Is that the fact, during 
those vears ? 

Mr. Hvrrorp. Through those years, we have found that the em- 
ployee is able to handle more accounts and handle them accurately. 
Previously they handled the accounts, but it was not always too 
accurate, because of their inability, and you might say their inefficiency, 
through their lack of learning. But through their learning and 
through the training programs that we have placed in the insurance 
service, the employee is able to handle a great deal more work than 
he did previously. 

Mr. Casey. You do not have to answer this cuestion if you do not 
want to, but you believe that after this insurance operation is trans- 
ferred to Philadelphia they will be able to effect a savings in salaries 
for the operation / 

Mr. Hurrorp. They mentioned that that will be done. 

Mr. Casey. I will accept that answer. 

Mr. Hurrorp. I am on a 30-day per diem. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you expect to stay in Philadelphia? 

Mr. Hurrorp. If I can. 

Mr. Harpy. You heard what Mr. Crosson said about that. I think 
he was expecting you to say it. Is that your understanding of it, or 
are you looking for a job? 

Mr. Hurrorp. Sir? 

Mr. Harpy. Is it your understanding that you will be expected to 
stay on permanently in Philadelphia, or are you looking for a job? 

Mr. Hurrorp. The chances are, I might look for a job. if it were 
not for the fact that I cannot physically pass an examination to get 
one. 

Mr. Harpy. What I was trying to get at is this: There is some ques- 
tion in our mind here as to whether there was any real intention to 
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keep these 30-day per diem men in Philadelphia. That is just the 
point. And I just wondered if you had any information. 

Mr. Hurrorp. I am not in the policy-making part of the Depart- 
ment, sir. I would not know. 

Mr. Harpy. You do not know whether you are going to be offered 
an opportunity to stay permanently in Philadelphia or not ¢ 

Mr. Hurrorp. I cannot say, sir. 

Mr. Busn. No one has advised you that you will stay? 

Mr. Hurrorp. No, sir. 

Mr. Busu. Mr. Cronin, I am just asking your opinion because I do 
not want to put you on the spot at all, but if this change is made to 
Philadelphia, will the people of the area in which you have jurisdic- 
tion now get a service that will be satisfactory to them in these insur 
ance matters ¢ 

Mr. Crontn. I cannot answer that. I think World War IT people. 
the veterans, are more complacent people than the World War I vet- 
erans, and they seem to accept things without the aggressiveness that 
we of World War I have experienced. I could not answer it. 

Mr. Busn. I realize that there is much of this work that is carried 
on by mail. On the other hand, through a lot of constituents I do 
know that they make a lot of visits to these offices. 

Now, certainly the people from Richmond and Boston are not going 
to be making many trips to Philadelphia and they are going to be de- 
prived of a service that they now enjoy in those districts. And it 
would seem to me that they certainly will not get that personal service 
that they have enjoyed. 

Mr. Cronin. Do you ask that in the form of a question? I do not 
mind expressing an opinion on that. 

Mr. Busn. I did not want to put you on the spot. 

Mr. Cronin. No, I do not mind. I feel very strongly about it. 

I have been in the VA since 1919. In 1921 I was sent out from 
Washington to organize the Claims Division. So I have been at the 
head of a department since then. 

I can tell you very honestly the many, many problem cases, where 
people go in to contact men and attempt to straighten it out. They 
are good on talking about insurance. But when it is an actual case 
they can only go so far. They do not know what was behind the 
opinions of the members of the Rating Board when they made this 
decision. They do not know the weight of the evidence. They are 
not that experienced. 

So these people that come in on individual cases, on death claims 
now, or on insurance, go upstairs. The contact man send them to me. 
TI meet most of them to say “Hello,” and once in a while work on a 
case, but I usually send them out to the specialists that have been work- 
ing on their cases, before a dependents’ pension board or a rating 
board, with a doctor and two lawyers. They sit down and so often 
they come back to me and appreciate, even though the decision is still 
unfavorable—they appreciate the courteous treatment they have got- 
ten. And with all respects to this move, they cannot get that when 
the organization is centralized. 

Now, you might ask what about the people in Maine and Vermont : 
do they experience that? Is it only the people around Boston ? 

No. People come in from all over, many times. 
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Mr. Busu. From all over the New England area? 

Mr. Cronry. All over New England. They have a reason, some- 
times, for coming down. But they will lose that and I think that is an 
— big thing. 

Mr. Busn. I do, too. I think that it is a valuable thing that will be 
lost. I am very much concerned about that particular part of it, that 
that personal contact that comes along will be lost. A lot of them 
will gain it in Philadelphia, probably on trips that they might be 
going on, but then there are so many that will never be there and will 
never enjoy that. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

The subcommittee will now stand in recess until 10 o’clock to- 
morrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 6 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene 
on Friday, August 24, 1951, at 10 a. m.) 
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FRIDAY, AUGUST 24, 1951 


House or RepresenTATIvES, 
LANHAM SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
EXPENDITURES IN THE Executive DerartTMENTs, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Henderson Lanham (subcom- 
mittee chairman) presiding. 

Mr. Lanuam. The committee will be in order. 

We are glad to have before us this morning Senator Lodge, and we 
will be happy to have him present his statement at this time. 

You may proceed as you wish, Senator Lodge. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY CABOT LODGE, JR., A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Senator Lopez. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your giving me this 
opportunity to go on early today. 

The Foreign Relations Committee, of which I am a member, is vot- 
ing this morning on many important items, so I have to get over there 


as soon as I can. I appreciate your giving me this chance. 

I do not want to duplicate all the statements that have been made 
by other witnesses; so, my statement will be very, very brief. It is 
nonetheless extremely sincerely and spoken with great conviction. 

I think that there are three facts to be borne in mind in connection 
with this proposal. The first is that the economies to be achieved 
have not been proven, but are merely asserted to exist. The statement 
that great economies will come from this proposed consolidation is 
nothing but conjecture, because the basic questions which have been 
put to the Veterans’ Administration on the subject of economy have 
not been answered. The only statement I have heard has been that 
this will effect a saving insofar as the Administration is concerned ; 
but, of course, the taxpayer is not interested in some bureau making 
a record for itself. What he wants is a net saving, and there has been 
no proof whatsoever that this consolidation will result in any net 
saving to the Treasury. 

The second fact to be borne in mind is the contention that the pro- 

»0sed closing will not injure services to the veterans. This has not 
Sain proven, either. 

I have had many veterans get in touch with me by mail. Last Fri- 
day I attended the State convention of the American Legion in Massa- 
chusetts, and I was told, at that time, that this closing would have an 
injurious effect upon the veteran in many respects. 

The third fact is that, although some of us have asked a number of 
very serious and sincere questions, bearing on these two issues, the 
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Veterans’ Administration has decided arbitrarily to go ahead, without 
answering the questions, thereby ignoring legitimate questions from 
the duly elected representatives of the public. 

This issue therefore raises the question of efficient administration. 
It raises the question of economy in government. It raises the ques- 
tion of service to the veterans and it raises the question as to whether 
an executive agency will show ordinary consideration for Members of 
Congress by putting the matter off until these questions can be an- 
swered, 

This is a proposal that can very seriously distress large numbers 
of people and should not be undertaken without all the facts being 
proven. 

I have been compelled by this arbitrary attitude to join with Sena- 
tor Ives, Senator Saltonstall, and Senator Lehman in introducing a 
resolution to delay this proposed consolidation. I would certainly 
appreciate anything that your committee can do at least to hold this 
matter up until we can really develop the facts. 

Let me say this: If this action can be taken in one part of the coun- 
try—the northeastern part of the country where I come from—similar 
action can be taken in any other part of the country, so, I think that 
there is a principle involved here of economy and courtesy to the 
Congress, and now is the time to insist on a just and intelligent ap- 
proach. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you very much, Senator Lodge. We appre- 
ciate your coming. 

Mr. Casey. Is there a representative here from the Governor of 
Massachusetts ? 


STATEMENT OF ANTHONY PIESO, REPRESENTING THE GOVERNOR 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Preso. I have a statement here from the Governor addressed 
to Mr. Lanham. 

Mr. Lanuam. I received a letter from the Governor that has gone 
into the record, and we will be glad to have this statement also. It 
will be made a part of the record. 

(The matter referred to appears in the appendix on p. 219.) 

Mr. Preso. Mr. Tobin had to leave immediately for Boston because 
of sickness, and he asked if I would deliver this statement personally 
to Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casry. Is there anyone here representing the Governor of the 
State of New York, the Governor of Virginia, or the mayor of Bos- 
ton, or the mayor of New York, or the mayor of Richmond / 

(No response.) 

Mr. Casry. Is there anyone representing any Member of Congress, 
or Member of the Senate here ? 

( No response.) 
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STATEMENT OF FRANCIS X. COTTER, SOLDIERS’ RELIEF COMMIS- 
SIONER AND DIRECTOR OF THE VETERANS’ SERVICE OF THE 
CITY OF BOSTON 


Mr. Correr. I have a statement from the mayor that he gave me 
to bring here and present to the subcommittee. I also would like to 
add some remarks of my own. 

Mr. Lanuam. Without objection, the statement will be inserted 
in the record. 

(The matter referred to appears in the appendix on p. 214.) 

Mr. Correr. The subcommittee, in my opmion, should take under 
consideration the effect that this will have on the spending of money 
in the city of Boston. 

Under our laws, which are very generous to needy veterans and 
their dependents, we assist al! the widows and orphans of deceased 
veterans. Particularly in this case it will affect the finances of the 
city of Boston, because every person who is in need, while waiting 
for payment of a pension, is able to get assistance from the city of 
Boston. In that way it makes a great deal of difference whether these 
pension applications are acted on promptly or not, because if there is 
any great length of time involved the payments are greatly increased. 

We have found from our experience that in those cases where they 
ure handled by the district ofhcee in Massachusetts, they are handled 
very quickly and there is not too much money paid on them, whereas 
the cases handled in Washington take a great length of time and 
consequently we pay out a great deal of money on those cases. 

Mr. Lannam. Are you referring to the death claims? 

Mr. Correr. Yes. Or even if a person is only waiting for insurance 
and waiting for payments, we pay him, and there is no return to the 
city of Boston. 

In other words, when a retroactive check is received by those per- 
sons who receive assistance, they are not required under the law to 
reimburse us for any payments that are made. 

Mr. Lanuam. They do not refund to you? 

Mr. Corrrr. No, sir; and consequently we have found that the dis- 
trict office acts promptly and Washington takes 4,5, or 6 months. In 
fact, I know of a case that we are handling where on. November 9 
of last year the person died in the Mediterranean. On November 11 
the widow made application, and to this time, when I left Boston, they 
had not yet received any notice of notification that the case had been 
acted on in Washington. 

Not only that, about 2 weeks ago last Monday a telegram was sent 
from the Veterans’ Administration office to Washington asking for 
information, and they have not even answered that telegram as yet. 

Mr. Lannam. That telegram was sent by the district office? 

Mr. Correr. That telegram was sent by the check-contact officer of 
the regional office of the Veterans’ Administration in Boston to the 
Washington office of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Harpy. You do not look for any substantial increase in service 
brought about by this proposed amalgamation ? 

Mr. Correr. I would expect that the service from Philadelphia 
would be about the same as the service from Washington. It will cost 
the city of Boston a great deal of money if this goes through, and I 
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was rather surprised yesterday to hear the Veterans’ Administration 
say that they have not received any complaints about the World 
War veteran cases being handled in Washington. 

Mr. Lanuam. World War I veterans? 

Mr. Correr. Yes. 

For years the veteran organizations in my district and throughout 
the United States have made complaints about the fact that there is so 
much delay in the handling of these cases in Washington. They 
just ignore them in Washington. Perhaps that is why they do not 
know anything about them—they just do not bother to pay any 
attention to them. 

The cases are not handled rapidly in Washington. They are han- 
dled rapidly in the district office, and if this goes through it is going 
to increase the burden not only in Boston but in all communities in 
Massachusetts, because the law that applies to us applies to all the 
communities in Massachusetts. 

While the Government may save money, I did not hear it proven 
yesterday. 

Furthermore, I was really amazed. This is the first time that I 
have heard the Veterans’ Administration representatives before the 
committee say that they had made a move to take these offices out of 
Boston without any exploration of the subject at all—that they had 
only explored the matter in New York. 

Pathan. they say that they know how much economy is going 


to be affected. How can they determine how many jobs are going 
to be abolished without having investigated? I was amazed. I 
finally came to the conclusion that the money they are going to save is 


going to be only temporary. 

Mr. Harpy. You think that it may be a figment of their imagination, 
also? 

Mr. Correr. It might be a figment of the imagination, but the 
further observation that occurs to me is that they are going to take 
men and women that they have trained over the years in Massachusetts 
in the top grades, fire them, hire new persons in Philadelphia un- 
trained at the entrance salary, and they are going to call that a saving 
and economy. If it is an economy and saving, it is only temporary, 
and it is going to be at the expense of efficiency in the organization. 
I know. I have people working for me. When they come in they 
are not worth anything. It is only after we train them and show them 
and teach them and watch them and correct them that they become 
worth something. They can lose you a lot of money. 

Entrance people are not worth anything. There is no saving there 
at all because the mistakes they may make would overcome any saving 
that would be effected by reductions in salary. 

Mr. Harpy. Would you say that the civil-service examinations 
do not provide competent adjudicators ? 

Mr. Correr. I have had contacts with the Veterans’ Administration 
in different capacities for several years. 

In 1929 I was liaison officer of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and 
I would like to say to you that I would put my experience up against 
Mr. Crosson’s, or any of the others. They cannot find any adjudicators 
to do the work they are doing today. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you hear Mr. Crosson’s testimony yesterday that 
he had a lot of people in his office who were capable of becoming ad- 
judicators immediately ? 
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Mr. Correr. I am sorry, but Mr. Crosson is too far away from the 
adjudicators’ section to know. I have worked with adjudicators. I 
know what they have to do. All you gentlemen would have to do is 
to just take the regulations of the Veterans’ Administration and pile 
them up, and I would defy the best lawyer that graduated from any 
law school to know in a short time even the regulations, never mind 
how to act upon them. 

Mr. Lannam. Perhaps a Philadelphia lawyer might know. 

Mr. Correr. It is not a very easy thing to train men for Veterans’ 
Administration work. It is the most difficult work there is, just 
keeping up with the regulations, never mind learning the old ones. 
You cannot find that kind of man every place. 

Furthermore, we have a situation in Massachusetts where every- 
thing being done is so handy. The widows and the orphans are able 
to go to the veterans’ organizations and tell their complaints. Also, 
the service officers of the various veterans’ organizations can come 
right into Boston. 

Mr. Lannam. Now, the Veterans’ Administration claims that most 
of these matters are handled by mail and that there is really very 
little personal contact in the work on these death claims. 

Mr. Correr. May T assure the committee that the city of Boston has 
two men that do nothing but handle our cases and our requirements 
under the law. We have a law that requires us to help any veteran 
and his dependents, regardless of whether assistance is needed or not, 
and we have two men who do nothing but assist those people. 

Mr. Lanuam. Do they contact the Veterans’ Administration 
personally / 

Mr. Correr. Yes. We have two men that we pay who handle such 
cases. The contact officers, or the service officers of the veterans’ 
organizations sit down with the people and talk with them. You can- 
not do that if the claims are in Philadelphia. The people need that 
kind of assistance. 

Mr. Harpy. That brings up a point that was not touched on yes- 
terday. These people are employed by the city of Boston; is that 
right / 

Mr. Correr. By the city of Boston, and the city of Boston pays 
their salaries. 

Mr. Harpy. Does the State of Massachusetts also have a State opera- 
tion s'milar to that ? 

Mr. Correr. They do; ves. 

Mr. Harpy. I know it is done in many States. It is done in my own 
State. The State maintains representaitves in various key spots 
throughout the State. It may be a cooperative arrangement with 
a city, Tam not sure; but those people do make direct contracts with 
the Veterans’ Administration for the purpose of trying to adjust these 
claims, 

Mr. Correr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And this consolidation is going to make it virtually 
impossible for them to make any direct contacts unless they are going 
to attempt to do it by mail. 

Mr. Correr. You really have to visualize the situation in Massachu- 
setts to understand what it is going to mean to the people. Boston 
is a center of about 60 percent of the veteran population in Massa- 
chusetts. It is convenient to reach. We are a very closely inhabited 
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section. There are a number of people 20, 30, or 40 miles out who 
work in Boston. They call some of these towns “bedroom cities.’ 
The people just sleep there. Boston is not only a city; it is the hu) 
of activity for all those people, and it is not unusual for these people 
to come to the city to do their business. If they have any difficulty, 
they bring it in to Boston. It is not too great an expense for them 
to come in to do that. No veterans’ organization is without a person 
who will take a \idow’s or orphan’s affairs up and sit down with them 
and have the service officer get the case if it not coming throug! 
fast enough. In Philadelphia they will not be willing nor able to do 
that. 

You know, the Veterans’ Administration forgets that they are 
dealing in correspondence and are accustomed to reading letters and 
understanding them. An ordinary person in the course of his life 
does not have that kind of training and experience, and sometimes 
something is very clear to the letter writer that is lost entirely on the 
person who receives it because he is not in that kind of work. 

I know of a case less than a year ago where the Veterans’ Adminis. 
tration asked for a thing four times that they already had, and the 
person had to bring in each letter to us, and I saw the letters myself. 
Correspondence cannot do the work. 

Mr. Harpy. That is an indication of inefficiency within the Vet- 
erans’ Administration. 

Mr. Correr. That is what you are going to have. 

Mr. Harpy. You think it will be worse in Philadelphia than it 
already is? 

Mr. Correr. I do not know that it will be any worse, but I do not 
think Philadelphia would be any improvement over Washington. 
because it is going to have the same kind of set-up. It will be entirely 
impersonal. When a person comes into the Boston office, why, they 
are one of our people. In Philadelphia it will be another case. There 
is no one going to be interested in the case itself. There will be no 
contact man or person that will be friendly with the widow or orphan. 

Mr. Lannam. We are glad that you presented this testimony. We 
appreciate it. 

Mr. Correr. May I thank you very much for hearing me. 

I want to assure you that the mayor would have come himself 
except that the pressure of things is so great on the mayor of Boston 
that in order to come and spend 2 days here he would have been a 
week making it up. Back in Boston we try to do work today that 
comes in today and not let it pile up. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF MAJ. 0. W, CLARK, DEPUTY ADMINIS- 
TRATOR, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION ; ACCOMPANIED BY H. V. 
STIRLING, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR IN CHARGE OF INSUR- 
ANCE, AND E. 0. GARDNER 


Mr. Casrty. Major Clark, pursuant to the request of this subcom- 
mittee, you furnished certain memoranda pertaining to the consolida- 
tion of offices in Philadelphia. 

Major CrarKk. Yes. 

Mr. Casey. That letter is dated August 23, 1951, signed by you! 

Major Ciark. Yes. 
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Mr. Casey. Addressed to the chairman of the subcommittee ? 

Major Ciark. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. On January 5, 1951, the Assistant Administrator for 
Insurance, Mr. Breining, addressed a memorandum to the Adminis- 
trator on the subject of the consolidation of insurance activities. 

Major CLark. That was one of the documents. 

Mr. Casey. In that memorandum he made certain recommendations 
with respect to the consolidation of insurance offices. 

Major Ciark. That is correct. 

Mr. Casry. That memorandum has a notation “secret” on it. Is it 
still classified ¢ 

Major Ciark. No, sir; it never was. I do not know the reason for 
the word “Secret.” 

Mr. Harpy. Have you gotten into the habit that the military has 
of sticking the word “secret” on everything ¢ 

Major CiarKk. Not at all. 

Mr. Casey. I think the Assistant Administrator for Insurance did 
explain at one time that it would not be healthy if this got out at that 
time. Is that so? 

Major CLark. I suspect his reason for that was if it became known 
around the office immediately certainly some employees would be very 
much concerned about the content of the memorandum. I can think of 
no other reason for labeling it secret. 

Mr. Casey. In the first part of the memorandum it says [ reading] : 

1. In accordance with your request for a recommendation on the above subject, 
there can be little doubt, theoretically, that a centralized insurance operation 
would be most economical and desirable. However, considerations of availability 
of space and experienced personnel make such a plan impracticable, if not im- 
possible, at this time. 

2. It would, however, in my opinion, be most possible and advisable to take 
steps toward planning certain consolidations among district insurance offices 
now, and to take steps to effectuate such a move when conditions make it feasi- 
ble. Provided conditions do net worsen, I believe the first move would be 
made in about 12 months and the entire operation completed in approximately 3 
years. This is based on the necessity for training several thousand new em- 
ployees, the sorting and shipping of records in an orderly manner, and the 
consolidation of the records in the receiving offices. It will also be necessary to 
take into account the housing facilities available for employees who may be 
willing to transfer. The whole operation must be carefully planned, in order 
to avoid the disrupting of service to veterans which resulted from the previous 
ill-advised decentralization on a mass basis. 

8. Predicated upon the present information available to me, I believe the 
present district office insurance set-up should be consolidated into six district in- 
surance offices. These offices should handle insurance work and death cases 
and should report directly to the central office. 

Now, Major, that was a memorandum of Mr. Breining, the previous 
Assistant Administrator for Insurance. 

Major Ciark. That is correct. 

Mr. Casry. Do you believe his recommendation here that the con- 
solidation should not start for a year was based on conditions in 
January ¢ 

Major CiarK. I presume that was his opinion at that time; yes. 

Mr. Casey. Had conditions changed by July insofar as available 
personnel was concerned / 

Major Criark. Conditions had changed with regard to the possi- 
bility of space and personnel in Philadelphia for the possible consoli- 
dation of a part of the offices ; not the entire 13. 
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Mr. Casry. Do you have any plans for the rest of the consolidation / 
Major CLark. We have not, principally because we know of no space 
vailable where we could effect such a consolidation. 

Mr. Busn. If you did know of such space, you would go ahead with 
the consolidation plans? 

Major Ciark. I think we would. 

Mr. Busu. In the other cities mentioned here yesterday, Dallas, and 
so forth? 

Major Cxrark. Not necessarily those cities, but if there was 
space-— 

Mr. Busu. There would be the consolidation of those offices / 

Major CLark. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. How many offices do you envision having ? 

Major CLark. J have no idea at the present time, Mr. Casey, because 
that question has not come up. 

Mr. Lanuam. Asa matter of fact, then, Major, what really brought 
this to an issue was the fact that there was space available and you 
did not want someone else to get it, and you went ahead with the con- 
solidation because you had the space / 

Major CLark. Congressman, I do not think there was any idea or 
thought in anyone’s mind that we did not want anyone else to get 
the space. 

Mr. Lanuam. It looks like your action took place in a day or so 
after you were informed that the Frankford Arsenal had been as 
signed the space. 

Major CLark. I did not know that the Frankford Arsenal had been 
assigned the space at the time we took the action. 

Mr. Lannam. You may not have known it, but Iam sure that some- 
one in your organization knew about it. 

Major Crarkx. That did not come to light until we were discussing 
the proposed move with the managers of the district offices. As Crosson 
stated, he had information that the Frankford Arsenal was planning 
to move into some space at the Atwater-Kent Building within the 
following few days. That was news to me, and so contrary to the 
information which I had at that time that I asked Colonel Dryden, 
who has charge of space for the Veterans’ Administration, to check 
that information, which he did. Hedidthat by telephone. I was told 
that it wasa fact. However, the move had been stopped. 

Mr. Lannam. You say that you stopped the move ? 

Mr. Harpy. That is not consistent with other testimony we have 
had, Mr. Chairman. 

Major CLark. Mr. Dryden is here, Congressman, and he can present 
the facts as the record shows them. 

Mr. Lanuam. Do you want to question Major Clark about it? 

Mr. Harpy. I did not mean to interrupt you. You just testified 
that the first knowledge you had was from Mr. Crosson, 

Major CLark. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. You then caused a telephone call to be made to deter- 
mine whether or not the space had been assigned. 

Major Ciark. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. And, as I understood you, you further said that tele- 
yhone call elicited the information that the proposed move of the 
Frankford Arsenal had been stopped. 

Major CLark. That is correct. 
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Mr. Harpy. I think that your testimony yesterday was to the 
effect—it was not your testimony; it was the testimony of Mr. Reyn- 
olds, if I remember correctly—that as a result of some activity on’ 
the part of the Veterans’ Administration there was a telephone call 
between Mr. Lawton and Mr. Hunter for the purpose of stopping the 
move. Do I understand you to testify here this morning that this 
arrangement, or this conversation between Mr. Lawton and Mr. 
Hunter, took place prior to any knowledge which you had of the 
matter at all? 

Major Cuiark. That is correct; yes. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I want to study the record rather care- 
fully on this point. 

Mr. LAnunam. Any further questions? 

Mr, Casey. Major Clark, I would like to have you identify these 
several memoranda. 

Mr. Harpy. Before he gets into different memoranda, I would like 
to ask one or two questions of Major Clark about the portion of the 
memorandum that Mr. Casey read from a moment ago. If I under- 
stand the memorandum, Mr. Breining stated in substance that there 
can be little doubt but that a consolidation is desirable under certain 
conditions. 

Do you know whether Mr. Breining submitted any supporting data 
for that finding that there could be little doubt about the desirability 
of it? 

Mr. Garpner. Mr. Breining did not submit any additional memo- 
randa in support of it. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you have any knowledge, or any detailed basis to 
support that finding of Mr. Breining? 

Major Crark. I personally do not have that information. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you know whether anybody in the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration has that information / 

Major CtarK. I suspect Mr. Stirling or Mr. Gardner may know 
whether there were data of that kind. 

Mr. Harpy. You made the decision in the absence of General Gray, 
did you not, Major Clark? 

Major CiarKk. Which decision ? 

Mr. Harpy. That the consolidation should take effect. 

Major CLark. No; I did not. 

Mr. Harpy. Who made the decision ? 

Major CLark. General Gray made the decision. 

Mr. Harpy. Was General Gray in Washington at the time? 

Major CLark. He was in Washington at the time he made the deci- 
sion. He was not in Washington at the time of the news releases and 
the conferences with the four managers. 

Mr. Harpy. You do not know of your own knowledge, then, as to 
what information General Gray had to support this conclusion of 
Mr. Breining’s that there was little doubt that the consolidation should 
be effected under certain conditions? You had no knowledge of the 
existence of any data to support the finding? 

Major Crark. I did not. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a very important finding. Mr. Stirling looks 
like he is bursting forth with information on this. Do you have any 
information that can help clear this up? 
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Mr. Stiaurne. I think that Mr. Casey has before him another memo- 
randum dated February 15, which Mr. Breining also submitted to the 
Administrator giving an itemized statement of the savings involved in 
consolidating the present 13 district offices into 6. That would be the 
only supporting data I know exists concerning the recommendation 
made by the Assistant Administrator, Mr. Breining. 

Mr. one, Did you study that report of Mr. Breining’s to deter- 
mine the accuracy of his statement—there is little doubt about the 
wisdom ? 

Mr. Srrrurine. I studied his report, but I had no basis for question- 
ing the accuracy of his figures or his conclusions, because I agreed with 
that conclusion. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you have any basis for your agreement with his 
conclusion ¢ 

Mr. Sririinc. Judgment is about the only basis, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So it is based upon your own personal judgment and 
opinion without any supporting facts, or any analyses whatsoever ? 

Mr. Srrreurne. Also, plus the analysis that we understand was made 
by organizations in the districts as to just what we can do in consoli- 
dating units and saving top management personnel. 

Mr. Harpy. Have you made such a personal study of the analyses 
your organizations in the district offices have made ? 

Mr. Sriruinc. I have read a list of the jobs that are proposed to be 
cut. 

Mr. Harpy. You have read a list of the jobs, and upon the basis 
of a listing of jobs you made a determination that the thing made 
sense. That is a very detailed study and analysis, Mr. Stirling, and 
I just want to be sure that I understand your position. 

Mr. Casey. I would like to introduce for the record the entire 
memorandum dated January 1, 1951, a portion of which I have read. 
I will read one other paragraph, paragraph 4.  [ Reading:] 

4. It has not, of course, been possible, within the time allowed, to make a study 
of the space situation and the availability of personnel in the various cities 
to the extent that complete knowledge is at hand, and, therefore, a firm recom- 
mendation as to actual location of the six offices cannot be made at this time. 
In any event, it must be realized also that the labor market in all areas is 
presently most unstable, and a city where today prospects for personnel are 
favorable may tomorrow be completely changed through the introduction of a 
new defense industry. 

I should also like to introduce the memorandum dated February 
15, 1951, addressed to the Administrator on the subject Consolidation 
of Insurance Activities. 

I will read the three paragraphs which are accompanied by a 
tabulation entitled “Comparison of Estimated Savings by Consolli- 
dation of Thirteen District Offices Into Six With Estimated Cosi of 
Consolidation.” [Reading :] 

1. In accordance with your direction, a restudy has been made of the 
desirability and feasibility of consolidating some of the district offices. Attached 
hereto are detailed figures indicating an annual savings of $2,000,000 a year in 
the consolidation of the insurance activities of the district offices in accordance 
with a plan previously submitted. However, it is estimated that under normal! 
conditions with the ability to employ, where needed, personnel to replace those 
who would not be likely to transfer, the cost of such consolidation would, 
approximate $5,500,000. Thus, no saving would be effected until after almost 
3 years of operation. 
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2. While I am still of the firm judgment that a plan of consolidation should 
be effected, when practicable, I am of an equally strong opinion that with the 
present unstable situation in the labor market, and after all personnel must be 
our most important consideration, that the present time is definitely inopportune 


to attempt any consolidation. 
3. It would therefore be my recommendation that until after the expiration 


of the present emergency, no further action be taken toward consolidation. 

Mr. Harpy. A portion of his statement was accepted as gospel, but 
the other part was rejected by the Veterans’ Administration officials, 
and I think that it might be very pertinent to inquire why one part 
of it carried so much weight and the other part is valueless. 

Mr. Lanuam. Are you asking the question? To whom are you ad- 
dressing the question ¢ 

Mr. Riser. Major Clark, or anyone who is in a position to answer 
it. 

Major Crark. The space situation in Philadelphia was one im- 
portant factor, Mr. Chairman, which caused us to recommend that to 
go forward on the proposed consolidation in Philadelphia. 

In addition to that, we were told at the time that conclusion was 
reached that there were personnel available in the Philadelphia area 
for the kind of work we would have to do in a consolidated office— 
sufficient good personnel to take the place of those who would not 
transfer to Philadelphia from Boston, New York, or Richmond. 

Mr. Harpy. It is apparent from the testimony that has been given 
that virtually the sole beste for deciding that consolidation should be 
made is the study which was allegedly made by Mr. Breining. Sup- 
port for the action, as I cael the testimony, rests upon the 
memorandum which Mr. Breining wrote. 

Now, I raised the question a moment ago as to whether anybody 
in the Veterans’ Administration undertook to substantiate or support 
Mr. Breining’s findings that there could be little doubt concerning 
the desirability of the consolidation. I did not get a very satisfactory 
answer to that except that it was based also on a study which Mr. 
Breining had made. 

Now, my question at this time is: What was the basis for accept- 
ing a portion of his memorandum and rejecting the other portion 
of it insofar as his recommendations go ? 

Major Ciark. Mr. Hardy, that question could best be answered, 
inmy opinion, by Mr, Stirling, who was chairman of the second com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Harpy. I would be delighted for Mr. Stirling to answer it. 

Mr. Srirtine. Mr. Hardy, on July 11, 1951 . 

Mr. Harpy. Two days after the assignment of the space to the 
military. Go ahead. 

Mr. Srirtinc. The Administrator appointed a committee for the 
Pigg of restudying the proposition of consolidating the district 
oflices, 

Mr. Casey. This would be an appropriate time for you to read that 
memorandum of July 11, 

Mr. Srrrtinc. The memorandum of July 11 is addressed to a com- 
mittee composed of Col. F. H. Dryden, Mr. Charles Curtiss, Mr. F. 
W. Kelsey, Mr. Willis Howard, and Mr. H. V. Stirling. It is signed 
by the Administrator. The subject is District Offices. [Reading :] 





1. The officials listed above are requested to study the district office operations 
to determine if the same or better service can be given by the consolidation of 
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those offices at a reduced cost of operation. Your joint recommendation is desired 
on or before August 15, 1951. 

2. If your study indicates that a consolidaiton of district offices is advisable and 
such action is recommended, your report should include an estimate of cost of 
consolidation, time required, availability of personnel, and space in the city or 
cities seleeted, and all other factors which might have a bearing on your proposal. 


The Administrator expected to leave the city on July 24, I think; 
therefore, the committee had three meetings and prepared a memo- 
randum to the Administrator under date of July 23, and with the 
permission of the committee I would like to read that into the record, 
It is from the special committee to the Administrator on the subject 
District Offices. [Reading :] 


1. In your memorandum of July 11, 1951, you appointed and requested this 
committee to study the district office operations to determine if the same or better 
service could be given by consolidation of those offices at a reduced cost of 
operation. : 

2. The committee met July 16, July 18, and July 23, 1951. It has reached 
several conclusions: 

a. That the ultimate objective should be the consolidation of all district 
offices in one modern, Government-owned building; 

b. That immediate action should be taken to consolidate a district office housed 
in a non-Guvernment-owned building wherever there is space available in another 
district office housed in a Government-owned building. 

8. The district office in New York is now occupying leased space. There is 
available in the district office in Philadelphia, located in a Government-owned 
building, sufficient space to accommodate the operations of the district office in 
New York. It is estimated that approximately $975,000 will be saved annually 
($486,633 from Veterans’ Administration appropriations), and that the cost of 
transfer would be approximately $1,000,000. 

4. It is recommended that the Administrator authorize the consolidation of 
the district office in New York with the district office in Philadelphia. 

5. If this recommendation is approved, your committee will study the possi- 
bility of making available in the Philadelphia district office additional space for 
the Boston, Richmond, and Atlanta district offices, the possibility of making 
available in the Denver center additional space for the Oakland and Seattle 
offices, and possible combinations in the central and southern areas. 


That memorandum was signed by all the members. The memo- 
randum was handed to the Administrator. 

Mr. Casey. Dated July 23? 

Mr. Srirtinc. Dated July 23. 

Mr. Casey. You proposed in that memorandum that if approval was 
given to consolidating the New York office with Philadelphia that you 
would make a study of transferring the other offices; is that correct? 

Mr. Sririine. That is correct. 

Mr. Casey. You made a study between July 23 and July 25? 

Mr. Sriruine. I think that I can explain that, sir, but as I tried 
to explain yesterday, when this committee was considering this it was 
aware, as I pointed out to the committee, that in my trip to Philadel- 
phia some time in June, I learned from Mr. Crosson that the Frank- 
ford Arsenal was to move in the space in the first subbasement and the 
basement of that building 

Mr. Casey.-What was the date of that ? 

Mr. Stiruinc. Some time in June, Mr. Hardy, and I do not remem- 
ber the date. 

Mr. Casey. You did not convey that information back to Major 
Clark. 

Mr. Srirunc. I had no reason to convey it at all. The committee. 
in its three meetings, was aware that the Frankford Arsenal was allo- 
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cated certain space, other than the main floor of the main building of 
the Atwater Kent Building. 

Mr. Casey. The committee was not set up until July 11, which was 
2 days after the space was committee to the military. You have indi- 
cated that you knew in June sometime that the military were anticipat- 
ing getting that space. 

Mr. Stiruine. And our recommendation, Mr. Hardy, confined itself 
to the space that was available on the main floor which we believed 
could house the New York district office and would not interfere with 
the Frankford Arsenal. Our reference to the Boston and Richmond 
areas had to do with the proposition that we might find other space 
for our records center. 

I would like to ask Colonel Dryden how many square feet it con- 
tained, 

Colonel Drypen. Two hundred and fifty thousand square feet on the 
main floor which housed our records, and there was discussed in the 
committee may be moving that record center to some other bulding, 
either in Philadelphia or out of Philadelphia, so that the committee, 
when it went forward with its recommendations to the Administrator 
was only giving consideration to the main floor of the Atwater Kent 
Building, a Government-owned building, and the movement of one 
district office at that time, the New York district office. 

Mr. Casry. Your committee in its proposal would not have in- 
fringed upon the needs of the military for a portion of the building? 

Mr. Stiriine. That is correct. 

Mr. Casey. I think, Mr. Chairman, it might be appropriate to 
inquire as to just when this question of taking over the other space, 
and the elimination of the assignment of the military, entered into 
the picture. 

Mr. Srieira. I can tell you all I know, which I will be glad to do. 

First, when this report was presented to the Administrator, the 
Administrator informed the committee—and I think they were all 
there—that we would have all the space, and therefore, the decision 
was that we could move also Boston and Richmond. 

Mr. Casey. Did the Administrator inform the committee that you 
could have all the space? 

Mr. Stieurnc. In the Atwater-Kent Building. 

Mr. Casey. When was that ? 

Mr. Stiruine. That was on July 23. 

Mr. Casry. That would antedate your conversation 

Mr. Srirting. } would like to go ahead and finish my statement 
so that you will have the facts as I know them. 

Mr. Casey. Fine. 

Mr. Strimtine. Then Major Clark had the meeting on July 26 to 
inform the managers, the four managers, of the Administrator’s 
decision. 

Mr. Crosson informed Major Clark, in my presence, that he un- 
derstood—and this meeting was on a Thursday—that the Frank- 
ford Arsenal was ready to move into their space on the evening of 
Friday the 27th. The 26th was on a Thursday and the 27th was on a 
Friday. Thereupon, Major Clark asked Colonel Dryden to check 
that. Colonel Dryden came back and said the space was allotted to 
the Veterans’ Administration. Colonel Dryden is here, and you may 
wish to ask him questions about it. 
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Mr. Casey. I think that we will. You will appreciate that you 
have left some loopholes. In your memorandum of July 23, 1951, 
pursuant to instructions to investigate the availability of space, you 
recommended to the Administrator that they consolidate the New 
York office with the Philadelphia office in the only available space 
in the Atwater-Kent Building. 

Mr. Srirurne. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. You say there is available in the district office in Phila- 
delphia, located in a Goverment-owned building, sufficient space to 
accommodate the operations of the district office in New York. Did 
you make the inference that the available space is sufficient to house 
only the New York office? 

Mr. Stirtina. That is all there was, Mr. Casey, at that time. 
Just sufficient space to house the district office of New York because 
the committee did not consider using the space which we understood 
had been allocated to the Frankford Arsenal. 

Mr. Casry. How did the Administrator know differently ? 

Mr. Stieuine. I really cannot answer that question. 

Mr. Casry. Major Clark, do you know ? 

Major CiarK. I cannot answer the question, either. 

Mr. Lannam. I think the testimony is that Colonel Dryden had in 
the meantime done something. 

Mr. Srirure. I should like to have the record clear that the space 
this committee was talking about was space in Mr. Crosson’s organ- 
ization. There were 103,000 square feet of space plus some other that 
he could make available to house the district office in New York, and 
not the space at the Frankford Arsenal. 

Mr. Lannam. What we want to know is why you changed your mind 
and decided to move Boston and Richmond. 

_ Mr. Srrretine. I think that I have explained my understanding of it, 
sir. 

Mr. Lannam. Did you make any active effort to get General Services 
to rescind their permit ? 

Mr. Srirurna. I did not, sir. 

Mr. Lannam. Of the Frankford Arsenal? 

Mr. Srirurnea. No, sir. 

Mr. Lannam. Do you know who did? 

Mr. Strriine. No, sir. 

Mr. Lanuam. Who intervened with the Bureau of the Budget? Do 
you know? 

Mr. Strruine. I do not know, sir. 

Mr. Lanuam. Do you think Mr. Dryden did that ? 

Mr. Srirtrnq. I think that you had better ask Mr. Dryden. 

Mr. Lannam. I would think that you would know. 

Mr. Stirring. I do not know,sir. I presume that the Administrator 
who heads our organization knows what he is talking about when he 
told the committee we could have all the space. 

Mr. Lanuam. He did not explain how he had obtained that infor- 
mation ¢ 

Mr. Stiruine. No, sir, and I did not ask him. 

Mr. Casey. I would like to have Mr. Dryden come up. 

(Whereupon Mr. Francis H. Dryden was duly sworn by the chair- 
man of the subcommittee. ) 
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TESTIMONY OF FRANCIS H. DRYDEN, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR CONSTRUCTION, SUPPLY, AND REAL ESTATE, VETERANS’ 
ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Casey. Please state your name. 

Mr. Dryven. Francis H. Dryden, Assistant Administrator for Con- 
struction, Supply and Real Estate, Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Casey. Can you throw some light on the questions, and the 
sequence of events here ? 

Mr. Dryven. | think that I might go back a little, and I think that 
I can clear the record here as to the space in what is known as the 
Signal Depot, or the Atwater-Kent Building. 

In the development of that property for use by the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, we had the district office and the record center as the 
main objective. 

In late 1949 the Department of Commerce asked us to make possible 
the activation of the census project. 

Mr. Lanuam. We have had testimony about that. I do not think 
it is necessary to go over that, Colonel Dryden. Let us get right down 
to the point at issue. 

What happened between the time the committee was informed that 
they had space only for the New York district office and 2 days later, 
when they were informed that they could have it all? Who got busy, 
and what was done? 

Mr. Drypen. I cannot say, only to point out that I was .nformed 
that the space was now available. 

Mr. Lanuam. Who informed you of that? 

Mr. Dryven. Major Clark. 

Mr. Harpy. Would you fix the date of that, please? 

Mr. Lanuam. That is what I asked, when it did happen. 

Mr. Dryven. Just a minute. Let me see if I understand the ques- 
tion. 

(Question read.) 

Mr. Lannam. Are you confused too? 

Mr. Drypen. I am confused at this point. 

Mr. Lannam. There seems to be a lot of confusion. 

Mr. Dryven. I think that I can clarify it. 

Mr. Lanuam. There seems to be some confusion in the Veterans’ 
Administration about this. 

Mr. Drypen. May I withdraw my previous answer? 

Mr. Lanuam. You may withdraw it if it is incorrect. 

Mr. Drypen. It is incorrect. 

Mr. Lanuam. Why did you make it ? 

Mr. Drypen. I was thinking about something that happened in 
June. 

Mr. Lannam. Two other fellows. This is very interesting. So you 
cannot tell us what happened after somebody in the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration found out that this space had been allocated to the Frank- 
ford Arsenal? Can you tell us what happened, and how you got the 
space and how you canceled or caused to be canceled this allocation 
to another organization—a defense organization ? 

Mr. Drypen. I had nothing to do with the cancellation. 

Mr. Lanuam. Who did? You do not know about that? 





160 CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Drypen. I assume it was the Administrator, but I was never 
told, and it was never confirmed. 

Mr. Lanuam. Who did tell you that the space was available? 

Mr. Dryven. It came up in a meeting that we had. 

Mr. Lanuam. That does not, answer the question. Who told you? 
You can tell me that. 

Mr. Dryven. If I knew I would tell you. 

Mr. Lanuam. You were mighty positive a moment ago that it was 
Major Clark. Has your memory gone back on you now? 

Mr. Dryven. Well, not intentionally. I was thinking about an- 
other incident. 

Mr. Lannam. Of what other incident were you thinking? 

Mr. Drypen. I was thinking of an incident back in June, in which 
the Administrator advised, which was relayed to me by Major Clark, 
that the space that we had reserved, formerly occupied by the Census 
Bureau, would be made available to other use outside of the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

Mr. Lannam. Now, that was not the question I asked you at all. 

Mr. Dryven. I realize that, sir. 

Mr. Lanuam. Did you not understand the question that I asked 
you? 

Mr. Dryven. I didn’t. 

Mr. Casey. Colonel Dyrden, let me see if I understand that infor- 
mation. 

Major Clark told you some time in June that the space that had 
been occupied by the Census Bureau would not be available for the 
Veterans’ Administration, but had been assigned to some other agency. 

Mr. Drypven. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Casry. The other agency being the Frankford Arsenal ? 

Mr. Drypen. That it was to be a defense agency. 

Mr. Casey. So that Major Clark did know sometime in June that 
there was a commitment for this space to a defense agency. 

Major, would you like to correct something on this? 

Mr. Crark. Colonel Dryden has a written record of a telephone 
conversation from myself to him which states that it is his under- 
standing the Administrator would finally say to Mr. Lawton if we 
could keep the main floor, referring to the main floor of the Atwater 
Kent Building, he would let the Census Bureau space go to someone 
else. Colonel Dryden said that checks with Mr. Reynolds, as turning 
over this space to their field office. 

That is what the record shows. As I remember the incident—— 

Mr. Lannam. What date is that? 

Mr. Crark. That is June 13, 1951. 

As I remember the incident I had a telephone call from Colonel 
Dryden to learn if I had any information about space in the Atwater 
Kent Building. At that time I contacted the Administrator to see 
if he had any plans for the utilization of space which had been used 
by the Census Bureau, and he informed me that he had not, that I 
could tell Colonel Dryden that that space might be used by a defense 
agency. 

Mr. Harpy. You recognize now with your refreshed memory that 
the information we have now is not quite consistent with your recol- 
lection of a while ago. 
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Mr. Cvark. I think, Mr. Congressman, you asked if I had any 
knowledge that the Frankford Arsenal was going into that space. I 
did not. 

Mr. Harpy. Major, maybe we are going to be technical, but that is 
all right. 

Mr. Cuark. Well, I did not have knowledge of any commitment 
made to Frankford Arsenal to take the space in the Atwater Kent 
Building until the meeting in our office, in the central office, with the 
four district managers, when Mr. Crosson made the flat statement that 
if we were proposing a consolidation we would have to stop the move- 
ment which the Frankford Arsenal people were contemplating making 
the following night. That was all news to me at that time. I had 
never heard of it. 

Mr. Lannam. What date was that? 

Mr. Cuark. That was the 26th day of July. 

Mr. Harpy. But you did know on June 13th that a request had been 
made for that space to be assigned to a defense agency ¢ 

Mr. Ciark. No, sir; I did not. 

Mr. Harpy. Did I misunderstand this memorandum, then? 

Mr. Ciark. I was told that the Veterans’ Administration had no 
need for that space, and that Colonel Dryden could advise General 
Services that it could be used by a defense agency. 

Mr. Harpy. Then on June 13th you advised Colonel Dryden to 
release that space for use by a defense agency ? 

Mr. Ciark. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. So, maybe I am drawing too much on my imagination 
to assume that that would have indicated an interest in that space by 
a defense agency ? 

Mr. Ciarx. I don’t know that. 

Mr. Harpy. I do not see how you could draw any other inference 
from that, Major. 

Mr. Crark. Well 

Mr. Harpy. For you to say that you had no knowledge of any inter - 
est in a defense agency, it seems to me to be stretching technicality 
a little far. Go ahead, Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Casey. Colonel Dryden, did you convey that information to 
the General Services Administration / 

Mr. Drypen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have a record of what you told them in connec- 
tion with that ¢ ‘ 

Mr. Drypen. Yes, and I confirmed it to Mr. Crosson on the same 
date that that space had been made available to the General Services, 
and it was subject to assignment by the General Services. I think it 
had been assigned to their New York district or regional office for use. 

Mr. Casey. That was on June 15th? 

Mr. Drypen. June 13th. 

Mr. Casey. Were you subsequently advised that on June 15 the 
General Services Administration made a definite commitment to the 
Department of Defense that the Frankford Arsenal could have that 
space? 

Mr. Dryven. I can’t recall that I was, sir; but it is possible. I have 
no record. 

Mr. Casey. When was the first time that you knew that the Frank- 
ford Arsenal had been given that space ? 
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Mr. Dryven. I assume that it was in June, because there were sev- 
eral conversations. I remember Mr. Crosson called me and said the 
Frankford Arsenal people were there measuring up certain space in 
that area. But the times I have no records of. 

Mr. Casry. Yesterday we were under the impression that the com- 
mitment that was made to the Frankford Arsenal was on July 9, but 
information I have received since indicates that a definite commitment 
was made to them on June 15; so that it was some time in June that 
you were aware that the Frankford Arsenal was getting prepared to 
utilize that space ? 

Mr. Drypen. It is possible. I repeat that they were measuring up 
and seeing the suitability of space. 

Mr. Lannam. Did you convey that information to anybody in the 
Veterans’ Administration ? 

You said nothing about it ? 

Mr. Casey. It was discussed at the Space Committee meetings; was 
it not? 

You were a member of the special committee ? 

Mr. Drypen. I was; yes. 

Mr. Casey. Was there not discussed at the special committee meet- 
ing the fact that the only available space was the space being vacated 
by the—— 

Mr. Drypen. By the Special Insurance. 

Mr. Casey (continuing). By the Special Insurance project ? 

Mr. Drypen. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I wonder if we could get back to the other point here 
for a moment. When did you first learn that the space which had 
originally been committed to the military could be utilized by the 
Veterans’ Administration ? 

Mr. Drypven. The meeting was on the 26th—say it was the 24th or 
25th of July. 

Mr. Harpy. How did you receive that information ? 

Mr. Drypen. Let me check this with Mr. Stirling, but I think it 
was through Mr. Stirling, when the statement was made by him that 
the space could be made available for consideration in connection with 
this consolidation. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Stirling told you? 

Mr. Drypen. Check my recollection. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Stirling, you testified a minute ago that General 
Gray told you. 

Mr. Sriruine. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Is it customary, Colonel Dryden, for the Adminis- 
trator to take matters of space into his own hands without even any 
informative memorandum to you? 

Mr. Drypen. In connection with this, no; no 

Mr. Harpy. This was an unusual situation, then. 

Mr. Drypen. It was an unusual situation so far as I am concerned. 

Mr. Lanuam. Do you know who took the matter up with Mr. Law- 
ton of the Bureau of the Budget? What official of the Veterans’ 
Administration ? 

Mr. Cuarx. If any official took the matter up with Mr. Lawton, 
it was the Administrator himself. 

Mr. Lanuam. The Administrator himself? 
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Mr. Harpy. I have one other question. Let me see if I can get 
this once more. Mr. Stirling, you say you got the information from 
General Gray, Colonel, you say you got it from Mr. Stirling. Was 
that information at any time confirmed by the General Services Ad- 
ministration ¢ 

Mr. Drypen. Yes. I did that on the morning of the 26th. I 
called Mr. Nagle of the General Services Administration. I tried 
to get Mr. Reynolds, and he was out of town at the time, or not 
available. 

I told him the situation, and I asked him if he could confirm that 
so far as the General Services were concerned. He called me back 
and said, “Yes; that is correct,” that “the assignment of the space 
has been withdrawn and returned and made available for the Vet- 
erans’ Administration.” 

Mr. Harpy. Did you ever get anything in writing to confirm it? 

Mr. Drypven. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So, you have no more of a commitment to that space 
than the military had on June 15 or July 9, whichever date is 
right. You have exactly the same type of commitment, and you 
have not yet received anything in writing ? 

Mr. Drypven. Well, I didn’t feel it was necessary, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Is it the usual procedure? Do you not usually get a 
written commitment of space from the General Services Adminis- 
tration ¢ 

Mr. Drypen. That is the customary procedure. 

Mr. Criark. Information. 

Mr. Casey. Why are you so reluctant to tell us? Why are you 
so reluctant to tell us if that is the usual procedure ? 

Mr. Drypen. I am not reluctant. 

Mr. Harpy. Did Mr. Nagle indicate to you the source from which 
he received the information ¢ 

Mr. Drypen. My recollection is that he advised that the informa- 
tion came from the Bureau of the Budget and that—— 

Mr. Harpy. I find it a little difficult to understand where the Bu- 
reau of the Budget fits into this picture. 

Mr. Casey. Major, I have one or two other questions. 

The fact of the matter, as established by these memoranda, is that 
no one gave any study to the consolidation of the Boston and Rich- 
mond offices into Philadelphia until after July 23; is that not so? 

Mr. Ciark. No; I think that is not so, Mr. Casey. The committee 
of which Mr. Stirling was chairman considered the feasibility or the 
practicability of consolidating other district offices with the Philadel- 
phia office, but at the time of their study there was space available 
in the Atwater-Kent Building exclusive of the space which had been 
used by the Census Bureau, which would house the New York district 
office. And their recommendation to the Administrator at that time, 
if I understand the picture correctly, was that the New York district 
office be consolidated with Philadelphia. I was not present when the 
committee submitted their report to the Administrator, but I have 
been led to believe by conversations with Mr. Stirling and others that 
the Administrator at that time stated: “Well, if it can be done with 
the New York office, it can be done with the other offices.” 

The committee informed the Administrator that there was a ques- 
tion about the availability of the other space, and they were told by 
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the Administrator that there was no question about the availability 
of the other space; that it had been earmarked for the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration. 

Is that correct, Mr. Stirling? 

Mr. Casey. In other words, the very first time that you presented 
to the Administrator this memorandum of July 23, 1951, in which 
you recommended only that the New York office be consolidated with 
Philadelphia, the Administrator at that time had information that 
the Veterans’ Administration could also get the other space. Is that 
what you want the committee to believe? 

Mr. Stiriine. I want the committee to believe just what the facts 
show, Mr. Casey. I have tried to explain several times that when the 
committee met three different times it had in front of it the question 
of consolidation of the district offices as a general subject. 

Mr. Casey. I am not going back to that. The only question I have 
asked you now is whether or not the first time you presented this 
memorandum to the Administrator he had information at that time 
that all the space in the Atwater-Kent Building was available for the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Srirtine. That is what I testified to just a few minutes ago. 
Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casty. Pardon me. I did not understand your testimony to 
be to that effect. 

Mr. Stiruina. I think I said, Mr. Casey, that when I presented this 
memorandum to the Administrator recommending that the district 
office of New York be transferred to the Philadelphia area that the 
Administrator told me that there was available space for the transfer 
of the Boston and Richmond offices. 

Mr. Casey. Did you discuss this fact, that this space had been com- 
mitted to the Frankford Arsenal, with the Administrator at that 
time? 

Mr. Stirurne. I think I raised a question in my mind about it, but 
I think he emphasized that he knew what he was talking about. 

Mr. Casey. Did you tell the Administrator that you knew the space 
was committed to the Frankford Arsenal ? 

Mr. Striruinc. He already knew it, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. How did he know? 

Mr. Sriruine. I don’t know how he knew. 

Mr. Casry. There was something discussed about it; was there not? 

Mr. Stiri. No, sir. 

Mr. Casey. How did you know he knew it? 

Mr. Stirtinc. I am not a lawyer, Mr. Casey, but I will try to answer 
your questions to the best of my ability. I don’t know how the gen- 
eral knows anything, any more than I know hew Mr. Casey knows 
anything, but I can say to Mr. Casey honestly and frankly that the 
general told me at the time that he had all the space in the Atwater- 
Kent Building, when we presented our memorandum to him. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me pick up there. 

Mr. Lannam. You are not a lawyer, either? 

Mr. Harpy. No;Iam nota lawyer. We will be on an equal basis. 

Mr. Sriruinc. You sure act like one, Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. Since we are on a par here now, maybe you and I can 
arrive at an understanding. 
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General Gray was aware of the work which your committee was 
doing? Iam talking about the committee that was set up on July 11. 
He signed the memorandum setting up that committee. 

Mr. Stiruine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, did you advise or discuss what you were going to 
do under that memorandum with the general before your first meeting 
onthe 13th? Ithink you testified awhile ago, or you read a memoran- 
dum, indicating that your committee met on July 13, 18,and 23. Your 
first meeting was on July 13; is that right? Pardon me, I misunder- 
stood. It was the 16th, 18th, and 23d. According to your memoran- 
dum, your first meeting was on the 16th. That was 5 days after the 
general had set this committee up. 

Did you discuss with the general what your committee was going 
to do between the 11th and the 16th? 

Mr. Sriruine. I believe, as I recollect, after our first meeting—it 
may have been the first meeting because, as the chairman, I proposed 
to our committee that perhaps the right approach to this whole thing 
was to make a recommendation to the Administrator that a recommen- 
dation be made to the Budget Director 

Mr. Harpy. You and I are not doing to well. 

Mr. Srieuing. I am going to tell you the story now. 

Mr. Harpy. I know, but I asked you a simple question which you 
could have answered “Yes” or “No.” # 

Mr. Lannam. You cannot answer all questions “Yes” or “No.” 

Mr. Harpy. This one he could. 

I asked you whether you discussed the general subject of what this 
committee was going to do and the function of this committee with 
General Gray between July 11 and 16. 

Mr. Sriruine. I propose to answer your question “Yes,” but I want 
to be able to explain how we did it and why we did it. 

Mr. Harpy. Then the answer is “Yes” to that question ? 

Mr. Stiruinc. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I have not asked you to explain it yet. 

Mr. Srietinc. I hope you will let me. 

Mr. Harpy. But you did have discussions between July 11 and 16? 

Mr. Srietrnc. We had one, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You had one? 

Mr. Sriruime. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Fine.- You had a discussion; singular. 

Mr. Sriruine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Prior to July 11 you were aware of the fact that the 
general had in mind the establishment of this committee; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Sriririe. I did not, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I think that yesterday you indicated that the commit- 
tee was set up in the latter part of May or in June, but that is incon- 
sequential. So you did not know until the memorandum of July 11 
was actually issued by the general that he planned to set up such a 
committee ? 

Mr. Srirtinc. That is correct, sir. That is absolutely correct. 

Mr. Harpy. But if you had a discussion with the general between 
July 11 and 16, is it a logical assumption that the question of the 
fact that the space had already been assigned to the Frankford Ar- 
senal came up in the course of the conversation ? 
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Mr. Stiriie. It did not, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. In that first discussion it did not come up? 

Mr. Stirurne. In that discussion it did not, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you pinpoint the discussions in which that sub- 
ject did come up? 

Mr. Srirtinc. That subject came up only in the presentation of the 
memorandum of the committee to the Administrator on July 23. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, just a minute. 

Mr. Srirtine. When the Administrator informed me that he had 
all the space. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, just a minute. A few minutes ago you said that 
the general knew about this space question prior to that time, and I 
think you testified that you knew about it because of general discussions 
that you had with him. 

Mr. Stiruine. What do you mean: “Knew about the space” ? 

Mr. Harpy. About certain space in the Atwater Kent Building 
having been committeed to defense. , 

Mr. Srimurne. I believe that he did, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Then it must have come up in your discussion. 

Mr. Strrurnc. No, sir. We were aware—— 

Mr. Harpy. Are you a mind reader? I wish I were. 

Mr. Stirurne. No, I am not, and I don’t wish to be, either, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you indicate how you knew that he knew that? 

Mr. Strrtinc. Maybe I had better say I don’t know that he knew 
it, sir. That is the only way I can satisfy Mr. Hardy, I am afraid. 

Mr. Harpy. You can satisfy me if you just give me what the facts 
are. 

Mr. Srieuina. I am trying to, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I think you are making an honest effort, but you and 
IT are not having much more luck than you were having with our 
lawyer. I thought we would be talking the same language. 

Mr. Srirurna. I do want to talk the same language. I am just try- 
ing to give you the facts. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, we have additional confusion. Mr. 
Stirling now does not know what was in General Gray’s mind. A 
while ago he did. I think I had better stop now. 

Mr. Lanuam. All right, Mr. Casey. 

Just at this point, Mr. Bush, do you want to ask either of these gen- 
tlemen any questions? I do not want to neglect you here. 

Are you a lawyer, Mr. Bush ? 

Mr. Busu. I am not a lawyer. I am in the same class as Mr. 
Stirling. 

The thing that has been very confusing here is who has had the 
authority to take these rights away from the arsenal. Apparently 
the arsenal had the rights in the Atwanter Kent Building for that 
space. Now, somebody took it away from them. Who was that’? 

Mr. CrarK. I have been informed, Congressman, by Mr. Dryden 
that when he contacted a representative of the General Services on 
the morning of July 26, when I was told that the Frankford Arsenal! 
was planning to move into the space on the following night, that 
he was informed by General Services that a wire had gone to the 
Frankford Arsenal canceling their authority to use that space. 

Mr. Busu. Who sent that wire? 

Mr. Criark. General Services. 
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Mr. Busu. General Services. Who in General Services ? 

Mr. CrarKk. I don’t have any idea about that. 

Mr. Busn. That seems to be the point that is so confusing here; 
trying to establish why this memorandum was made to take the rights 
away from the arsenal and give them to the Veterans’ Administration. 
Now, if that could be cleared u 

Mr. CrarK. I have no knowledge of who told General Services to 
cancel the authority which had been given to Frankford Arsenal to 
occupy space in the Atwater Kent Building. 

Mr. Busu. But you do know that General Services—— 

Mr. Crark. That is hearsay. I was told that that had happened. 

Mr. Lanuam. You were told by Mr. Dryden? 

Mr. Ciark. After his contact by telephone with a representative of 
General Services. 

Mr. Lanuam. Does Mr. Dryden know who sent that wire from 
General Services? 

Mr. Drypven. No, sir; I was talking to Mr. Nagle. 

Mr. Lanuam. You were talking to Mr. Nagle? 

Mr. Drypen. To Mr. Nagle. 

Mr. Lannam. And he told you that a wire had been sent cancel- 
ing the space allocation ? 

fr. Drypen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Busn. You can see how confusing this thing is. The arsenal 
was about ready to move in here, and then all at once—— 

Mr. Ciark. That wire must be available somewhere. 

Mr. Harpy. I suspect that maybe we will find it in the hands of Gen- 
eral Gray, because there have been so many bucks passed to him that 
we cannot get hold of them. 

Mr. Busu. That is all, Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Ciark. The telegram must have been received by someone in au- 
thority at the Frankford Arsenal. They must have the telegram. 

Mr. Lanuam. If they have, we will have it later. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Stirling, your recommendation of July 23 in sub- 
paragraph A is to the effect that the ultimate objective should be the 
consolidation of all district offices in one modern Government-owned 
building. Now, am I to understand that prior to achieving that ul- 
timate objective you would make some piecemeal consolidations, such 
as the Philadelphia situation ? 

Mr. Srreiine. I am not going to try to say what was in General 
Gray’s mind any more. 

Mr. Casey. ‘This is the committee’s memorandum. 

Mr. Srirurnc. That was our recommendation of one objective, 
that there be just this one, and that we start moving as best we can in 
order to make some headway. I started to explain a little while 
ago 

Mr. Lanuam. This recommendation, though, Mr. Stirling, seems 
to recommend a total consolidation in one office, probably in Wash- 
ington, of all of the insurance business. 

Mr. Stirtine. Not necessarily in Washington. 

Mr. Lanuam. That was not what was intended by this memo- 
randum ¢ 

Mr. Stirtine. Not necessarily in Washington, sir. 

Mr. Lannam. Read that again. 
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Mr. Casey. He said, “Not necessarily in Washington.” 

Mr. Lanuam. But one office? 

Mr. Streuina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanuam. That is the ultimate objective? 

Mr. Srirtine. That was the recommendation of this committee. 

Mr. Lanuam. Yes, 

Mr. Harpy. So that following Mr. Casey’s thought there a minute 
ago, your proposal was to move the New York office into Philadelphia 
and eventually move that total somewhere else ? 

Mr. Srirtrve. Not necessarily so. 

Mr. Harpy. You would either have to do that, or bring all the rest of 
them into Philadelphia from all over the Nation. 

Mr. Srirtrc. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Of course, you realize that you would not have enough 
room in the Atwater Kent Building to house all the offices throughout 
the country, do you not? 

Mr. Srirtine. I am not too sure, sir. 

Mr. Casey. You think you would? 

Mr. Srietine. As a matter of fact, my personal opinion is that we 
would have had enough space in the whole Atwater Kent Building by 
the time the whole consolidation had been made, plus maybe some 
additional buildings built on the property owned by the Government 
adjoming the Atwater Kent, to house all of our district offices. 

Mr. Harpy. Is that a good location from the standpoint of con- 
solidating offices? You could still service California in 24 hours if 
you had a jet plane. 

Mr. Srreuine. I don’t think it is a bad location, Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Casry. Do you mean by that geographically, or the physical 
buildings ? 

Mr. Sririinc. Well, if Washington is a good location for the Cap- 
ital I don’t see any reason why Philadelphia isn’t a good location 
for all district offices. 

Mr. Lanna. It seems to me that is beside the point. Let us get 
down to the question involved in this case. What they do ultimately 
we are not concerned with now. 

Mr. Casey. You did not have any figures with respect to the saving 
or possible saving in the Boston and Richmond offices ? 

Mr. Stiruinc. Not at that time, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Not at that time. 

Mr. Strruinc. Not at the time we submitted our report to the Ad- 
ministrator. We only had the saving for the New York office. 

Mr. Casey. On the July 11 memorandum you had been instructed 
that if your study indicated that a consolidation of district offices was 
advisable, and that you so recommended, that your report should in- 
clude an estimate of the cost of consolidation, the time required, the 
availablity of personnel and space in the city or cities selected, and 
all other factors which might have a bearing on your proposal, and in- 
sofar as Boston and Richmond were concerned there was no attempt 
to follow the instructions in this memorandum of July 11? 

Mr. Srircing. There was an attempt to follow it, but we had a meet- 
ing with the Administrator shortly—I think it was either the first 
meeting—it was the first meeting. I am pretty sure it was the first 
meeting that we had with the Administrator, which grew out of a 
question which came up in the committee. 
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Mr. Casey. You had a meeting with the Administrator on July 16, 
you mean ? 

Mr. Srirune. I think it was July 16. Colonel Dryden, do you 
remember whether it was the first day or the second meeting? It was 
either the 16th or the 18th; I am not sure. 

Mr. Casey. What is the significance of that meeting ? 

Mr. Stiriine. The committee had a point of view—one of the mem- 
bers took the point of view that perhaps a recommendation should be 
made to the Bureau of the Budget recommending that an appropria- 
tion be secured for the building of a Government-owned building, 
while the other members felt that perhaps we should proceed with one 
office at a time, like New York. We went to see the Administrator, 
and he said to get our recommendations in as soon as we possibly 
could on those offices that we thought we could move right now. Be- 
cause of the previous study having been made as to locating in Phil- 
adelphia, the Boston, New York, and Richmond offices, we made that 
recommendation ; but made the recommendation only for New York to 
go at once and then to make a study with respect to Boston and Phil- 
adelphia, as we were able to determine as to the space that we might 
need on that first floor, because the other space was occupied with 
the records center. Mr. Curtis had a question as to whether he could 
take care of those records. He was responsible for the records. By 
moving the records we thought we could move the Boston and Rich- 
mond offices, together with New York. 

Mr. Casey. That is the final recommendation, made July 23, 1951? 

Mr. Srirtine. Yes, sir; that you have before you.. 

Mr. Casey. When did Boston and Richmond come into the picture? 
Maybe I am repeating this question, but it is not clear. Was it after 
this memorandum of July 23? 

Mr. Sriruixc. When this memorandum was put in by me person- 
ally tothe Administrator and he said he saw no reason why we couldn't 
move Boston and Richmond, too, because he had all the space in that 
building. 

Mr. Lanuam. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Casey. No further questions. 

Mr. Lannam. Are you through, Mr. Bush ? 

Mr. Busu. Is there space enough in that building to consolidate 
additional district offices ¢ 

Mr. Sririrne. There is enough aM on the first floor of that build- 
ing today, sir, to move the New York district office. 

Mr. Busu. What I had in mind was maybe the consolidation of 
some more of these cities, like Columbus. 

Mr. Srirtine. As a matter of fact, sir, on the allocating of this space, 
if the Veterans’ Administration continued to have it all there would 
be, I think, about 65,000 feet of space left, which we were counting 
on by recommending to the Administrator that Columbus be trans- 
ferred in there to use. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Stirling, did you furnish to the Bureau of the 
Budget some figures on the savings in personnel by reason of this 
consolidation ? 

Mr. Sriruine. We did, sir. 

Mr. Casry. When ? 


Mr. Sriruing. I would like to ask Mr. Gardner here. that date. 
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Mr. Garpner. I don’t recall the date. 

Mr. Srirtinc. We had a meeting. I don’t remember the date—|] 
might be able to get it—but it was with a representative of the Budget 
Bureau, and they requested the figures, and I think they requested 
figures from the General Services at the same time. Our figures were 
taken to them and were analyzed by them. 

Mr. Casey. I am not referring to the analysis of them. I want the 
date pin-pointed, and I want to ask you specifically : Was it last Thurs- 
day or Friday? 

Mr. Sriruina. I can go out on the telephone and get that answer 
for you right now, if you want it in the record. Do you want me to 
do that? 

Mr. Casey. I would like to have it for the record. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you go over there? 

Mr. Sriruina. Yes, sir; I went. 

aoe Harpy. That was just a week ago, that Mr. Casey is asking you 
about. 

Mr. Stiriine. Well, it has been within the last week or 10 days. 
There is no question about that. 

Mr. Casey. That is close enough. 

Mr. Stretrna. It has been within the last week or 10 days; yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So the figures were not furnished to the Bureau of the 
Budget until after General Gray made his announcement that you 
would have all this space ? 

Mr. Srirurng. That is absolutely correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So any study that the Bureau of the Budget made with 
respect to economies had to be after the fact and not before the fact. 

Mr. Srirtine. But I would like to say on behalf of the Budget 
Bureau, sir 

Mr. Harpy. They can speak for themselves. 

Mr. Srreuinc. I happen to know this, sir. They keep their eye on 
us pretty well, and they know what we ave doing all the time, just as 
the General Accounting Office does. 

Mr. Casey. The Bureau of the Budget testified yesterday that they 
did not know anything about this particular move until after the fact. 

Mr. Srieiinc. That is correct, but they know what saving can be 
made when you throw two district offices together. 

Mr. Lanuam. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Casey. Who got up these figures for the press release of July 
26? 

Mr. Srietinc. Our information people did, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Where did they get them? 

Mr. Stirtine. Wait a second. Those figures were figures which 
came out of this memorandum of July 23. 

Mr. Casey. There is no such figure in the memorandum of July 23 
with respect to Boston and Richmond. 

Mr. Sriruine. Figures with respect to New York are in the memo- 
randum of July 23. 

Mr. Casey. Boston and Richmond ? 

Mr. SrrruinG. I am saying that there are figures in the memorandum 
with respect to New York. 

Mr. Casey. Where did the figures come from for Boston and Rich- 
mond ¢ 
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Mr. Srrrtinc. They were submitted to our Information Service for 
release. 

Mr. Casry. Who submitted them to him? 

Mr. Srirtine. We did. 

Mr. Casry. The committee ? 

Mr. Srimuine. I did. 

Mr. Casry. When did you start to get those figures together ? 

Mr. Stirtine. Those figures were pulled together immediately after 
the Administrator told me that we would have all the space, which 
was July 23 or thereafter. 

Mr. Harpy. That is very interesting. Let us see just how much 
time you spent in getting those figures together, Mr. Stirling. 

Mr. Srirtine. Well, we had the figures, as I recall. I think Mr. 
Gardner can answer that better than I can. But the figures that we 
used on New York were the figures on personnel that were used in 
the study in February. Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Garpner. January or February. 

Mr. Sriruine. The January or February figures. The figures we 
used for Boston and Richmond were the same figures used in the 
study of January and February 1950. 

Mr. Harpy. That was the study conducted by Mr. Breining? 

Mr. Sriruine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So you used his figures? 

Mr. Srirurnc. Used those figures on insurance, Mr. Hardy, but on 
claims and Colonel Dryden’s organization and Mr. Curtis’ organiza- 
tion we called them and got the figures. 

Mr. Casey. In fact, Mr. Stirling, has it come to your attention that 
these figures are incorrect ? 

Mr. Sriruinc. We believe the figures which are now before you and 
which have been put in the record are correct. 

Mr. Casey. I am talking about the figures in the press release. 

Mr. Srirurne. I will agree with you; they are incorrect. 

Mr. Casey. In fact, on page 2 of the press release you stated that 
the VA already has been using 500,000 of the building’s 723,000 square 
feet for its present district office there; is that a correct statement ? 

Mr. Garpner. It should have included the records center. 

Mr. Crark. It should have included the records center. 

Mr. Casey. It should have included the records center, at least. 

Mr. Cxiark. That is right. 

Mr. Casey. It is my understanding at the present time, and I think 
Mr. Crosson testified, that the records center plus the district office 
occupies some 379,000 square feet. 

Mr. Crark. I wasn’t here. I didn’t hear his testimony. 

Mr. Casey. At any rate, these other figures for New York and Bos- 
ton and Richmond all have been modified and changed since the issu- 
ance of this press release? 

Mr. Sriruine. The total figure for personnel has been changed. Of 
course, the report you have on the savings on rent and maintenance 
and operating expenses was submitted as an estimate from the Gen- 
eral Services. 

Mr. Casry. But the figures on personnel that were submitted to 
the Bureau of the Budget were the result of a study conducted after 
the press release was issued ? 
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Mr. Sriruine. No, sir. The figures on personnel, for insurance, Mr. 
Casey, are the same figures that we used for New York and Boston 
and Richmond. It was in the study made in January and February. 
Is that right? 

Mr. Criark. That is correct. 

Mr. Stirring. On the figures for the other services, Mr. Casey, I 
think some of the services revised their figures so that they are dif- 
ferent from those that were added in the figures which we used. 

Mr. Harpy. You used the insurance figures which Mr. Breining 
had assembled the first part of the year, but that was only for insur- 
ance; is that correct? 

Mr. Srreuine. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You did not make any correction for changes which 
had taken place in the picture from that time until the time of the 
issuance of the press release ? 

Mr. Stirtinc. Well, maybe I should put it like this: That the jobs, 
the jobs that we used, were the same jobs that were used in the study 
made in January and February. The personnel number would be 
the same. Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Garpner. That is correct. 

Mr. Srirtine. The saving would be the same. It would make no 
difference what the on-duty strength was. 

Mr. Harpy. That is assuming that there had been no operational 
changes and the study that was made in the early part of the year 
was sufficiently thorough to be a proper basis for determination. But 
that was only with respect to insurance. With respect to the other 
activities of the district office you testified that you secured those 
figures by telephone calls; is that right? 

Mr. Srrruine. We secured those figures by telephone when we put 
out our first release, Mr. Hardy, but in the figures submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget they were secured in writing. 

Mr. Harpy. So that the figures assembled in either case, whether 
before your press release or for submission to the Bureau of the 
Budget, were assembled virtually in a matter of minutes, and it in- 
volved at least the hypothetical elimination of a number of positions, 
and that was made by somebotly sitting in the control office without 
any study in the field, without any careful analysis: but the figures 
were selected out of thin air and put in this press release? Is that not 
the substance of what actually happened ? 

Mr. Srirtine. No, sir. I will tell you why, Mr. Hardy: Because 
the study made in January and February was made by persons going 
out to these district offices. 

Mr. Harpy. That was on insurance. 

Mr. Srimtrna. That is correct, sir. 

_ Mr. Harpy. I asked you specifically with respect to the other activ- 
ities. 

Mr. Srieuinc. Well, the other activities, I feel reasonably sure, Mr. 
Hardy, those services have had people making studies on the possible 
consolidation. 

Mr. Harpy. Did they make any study of this possible consolidation 
prior to the time you called them and they called you back and gave 
you the figures to put in that press release ? 

Mr. Stirtine. Well, each of the respective Assistant Administrators 
were in conference in this committee on these three cases, and they 
knew just exactly what personnel—— 
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Mr. Harpy. I simply hope that is not indicative of the way the 
Veterans’ Administration conducts most of its business. 

Mr. Lanuam. Any further questions? 

That is all, gentlemen; thank you. 

Call the next witness. 

Mr. Casry. Mr. Dement. Would you gentlemen prefer to testify 
in a body ? 

Mr. Dement. If we may, please. 

Mr. Casry. Would you take the witness chairs, please. 

Mr. Lanuam. Who will testify for the group? Mr. Dement, will 
you identify yourself for the record, giving your name and your po- 
sition, and then identify the other members of the group for the 
record. 

Mr. Dement. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you want to swear them, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Lanuam. Yes, sir. 

The evidence you and each of you shall give in this investigation 
shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so 
help you God? 

(Chorus of “I do’s.”’) 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you. 


TESTIMONY OF HENRY E. DEMENT, DEPUTY ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 
OF ADMINISTRATION FOR INTERDEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRA- 
IVE SERVICES, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE; 
COL. W. E. BECKER, COMMANDING OFFICER, FRANKFORD AR- 
SENAL; LT. COL. WILLIAM L. DRENNAN, OF THE FACILITY 
BRANCH, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ORDNANCE, WASHINGTON, D. C.; 
MAJ. J. H. STAFFORD, POST ENGINEER, FRANKFORD ARSENAL; 
AND J. C. ROBINSON, ATTORNEY, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Dement. Mr. Chairman, my name is Henry’E. Dement. I am 
Deputy Assistant Director of Administration for Interdepartmental 
Administrative Services, Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

I have with me today Lt. Col. William L. Drennen of the Facility 
Branch, Office, Chief of Ordance, Washington, D. C.; Col. W. E. 
Becker, commanding officer, Frankford Arsenal; Mr. J. C. Robinson, 
attorney, Office, Chief of Engineers; and Maj. J. H. Stafford, post 
engineer, Frankford Arsenal. 

fr. Lannam. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Dement? 
Would you like to make a statement, or do you prefer just to answer 
questions. 

Mr. Dement. Well, we have a short prepared statement, Chairman 
Lanham. 

Mr. Lannam. Will you present that at this time? 

Mr. Dement. From the testimony that has been given thus far, it 
appears that the question is whether or not it is best to consolidate 
the Veterans’ Administration regional or district offices in Phila- 
delphia and whether or not there will be a savings to the Government 
by so doing. 

We should like to make it very clear at the outset that the Depart- 
ment of Defense is not in a position to discuss pro’s and con’s of the 
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Veterans’ Administration consolidation activities. Our interest lies 
in the Department of Defense’s preparedness program. Because of 
the acceleration of the preparedness program, our space problem, not 
only in Washington but everywhere in the continental United States, 
has become a real one. We are experiencing difficulty all over the 
United States in finding sufficient space to carry on Department of 
Defense activities. 

It became evident in the latter part of the calendar year 1950 that 
the job to be done by the Frankford Arsenal would be expedited to 
the extent that a considerable amount of additional space would be 
required. 

‘rankford Arsenal is one of the eight ordnance field industrial cen- 
ters. It is assigned certain major responsibilities for design, develop- 
ment, production engineering and procurement from industry of com- 
ponents of guided missiles, ground and antiaircraft artillery, tanks, 
and recoilless weapons. These components include the highly import- 
ant and technical proximity fuzes for guided missiles and other ground 
and antiaircraft weapons, as well as optical and electronic fire-control 
instruments. 

The rearmament program has required an eccelerated prosecution of 
the arsenal’s mission to reduce to the minimum the time lag in supply- 
ing completed material items to the troops in the field. 

et me read that over, please. The rearmament program has re- 
quired an accelerated prosecution of the arsenal’s mission to reduce 
to the minimum the time lag in supplying completed material items 
to the troops in the field. This requirement has been met to the maxi- 
mum practicable extent by contracting for me cea | services and 
facilities with industry and professional institutions. Notwithstand- 
ing this action, the increase in production requirements and personnel 
at the arsenal has created an urgent need for approximately 200,000 
square feet of additional space. 

This space, approximately 200,000 square feet, was requested from 
the General Services Administration on March 3, 1951. On May 2, 
1951, the regional office of the General Services Administration noti- 
fied our ordnance people that the General Services Administration 
Washington office was considering all space at 5000 Wissahickon Ave- 
nue for posssible assignments and that we should proceed to lease other 
space. Even though studies had been previously made and it had been 
determined that no other space was available, another diligent effort 
was made to locate space and none could be found. 

On June 15, 1951, the regional office of the General Services Admin- 
istration wrote to the district engineer, the real-estate agent for the 
Department of the Army, that the Washington office of the General 
Services Administration had determined that the space could be as- 
signed to the Department of Defense for use by the Frankford Ar- 
senal. 

Mr. Lanuam. What was that date, please ? 

Mr. Dement. That was June 15, sir. 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you. Go ahead. 

Mr. Dement. This letter of commitment was confirmed by an occu- 
pation agreement dated July 9, 1951. Plans were completed to move 
into the space on July 27,1951. In fact, the moving contract was in 
the process of being signed at 10 a. m. on the morning of the 26th of 
July, when verbal word was received from the regional director, 
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General Services Administration, that the space had been withdrawn 
by the Washington office of the General Services Administration. 
This was later confirmed in writing. 

On the 8th of August 1951, Mr. Robert Lovett wrote a letter to 
Mr. Jess Larson, Administrator of the General Services Adminis- 
tration, pointing out the necessity for the space and requesting that 
the withdrawal action be canceled in order that we might proceed with 
our plans. 

Mr. Casrty. Mr. Dement, at this point would you read the letter 
from Under Secretary Lovett into the record, please. 

Mr. Dement. I would be glad to, sir. 

This is dated August 8 [reading] : 

Dear MR. Larson: It has recently come to my attention that approximately 
204,000 square feet of space located at 5000 Wissahickon Avenue, Philadelphia, 
Pa., assigned to the Department of the Army by the General Services Adminis- 
tration for use by the Frankford Arsenal has been withdrawn and reassigned 
to the Veterans’ Administration. 

The space is presently available and unoccupied. It is the view of this office 
that the Ordnance Corps has exercised diligence in making their needs known 
in sufficient time so that the space required would be available when needed. 
Early this year the Chief of Ordnance requested space at 5000 Wissahickon 
Avenue and action was taken by the Corps of Engineers with the General Services 
Administration to obtain assignment. When the request to the General Services 
Administration was made on March 3, 1951, it was understood that several 
Government agencies were interested in securing this space. During the 
period from March to July 1951 the General Services Administration had the 
question of assignment under consideration. After studying the respective re- 
quests from the standpoint of which agency had the greatest need and which 
agency would make the best use of the space, your office decided in favor of the 
Ordnance Corps. The action of your office in this regard is contained in a 
confirmation of occupancy communicated to the Corps of Engineers, dated July 
9, 1951. 

Predicated on this assignment plans were made to occupy the space on— 


This letter reads the 28th of July 1951, and we have subsequently 
changed that tothe 27th. We were in error in that letter. 

On July 26, 1951, the district engineers, Corps of Engineers, Washington dis- 
trict, was notified by your regional director that the space assignment was 
withdrawn and the planned move could not take place. This was later con- 
firmed by letter. 

This cancellation action is of particular concern to this Department. 

Mr. Lannam. By whom was that letter signed ? 

Mr. Demen’. This letter was signed by Mr. Lovett. 

Mr. Lanuam. I mean the letter of confirmation. 

Mr. Dement. The letter of confirmation was signed by an official 
of the regional office of the General Services Administration. 

Mr. Lanuam. I want to know who that was. 

Mr. Dement. I think we have a copy there. 

Mr. Casry. Was it Mr. Downey, do you know ? 

Mr. Demenr. No, sir; it was not Mr. Downey on that particular 
one. Mr. Robinson has that. 

Mr. Lannam. He can supply that later. Go ahead. 

Mr. Dement (continues reading) : 

Frankford Arsenal is one of the eight ordnance field centers. It is assigned 
certain major responsibilities for design, development, production engineering, 
and procurement from industry of components of guided missiles, ground and 
antiaircraft artillery, tanks, and recoilless weapons. These components in- 


clude the highly important and technical proximity fuzes, as well as optical 
and electronic fire-control instruments. 
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The rearmament program has required an accelerated prosecution of the 
arsenal’s mission to reduce to the minimum the time lag in supplying completed 
material items to the troops in the field. This requirement has been met to the 
maximum practicable extent by contracting for engineering services and facili- 
ties with industry and professional institutions. Notwithstanding this action, 
the increase in production requirements and personnel at the arsenal has created 
an urgent need for approximately 200,000 square feet of additional space. 

The withdrawal action mentioned above, with respect to the 204,000 square feet 
of space at 5000 Wissahickon Avenue, results in an incalculable set-back to the 
1952 procurement program at the arsenal involving approximately $475,000,000. 
Contractors relying on the services and engineering furnished by the arsenal 
will suffer interruption of production, loss of personnel and the Department of 
the Army, relying on the delivery of new and standard end items of ordnance 
material, will be seriously handicapped. 

In view of the lack of available space in the Philadelphia area and the urgently 
demonstrated need by the Frankford Arsenal for the 204,000 square feet of space 
at 5000 Wissahickon Avenue, it is requested that the General Services Adminis- 
tration takes the necessary action to reassign this space to the Department of 
Defense. Assignment of this space to the Department of Defense will prevent 
serious disruption of Defense Ordnance efforts directly concerned with immediate 
combat requirements. 


Faithfully yours, 
Roeert Lovett, 


Acting Secretary. 

Mr. Lanuam. Did ‘you get a reply to that letter ? 

Mr. Demenv. Mr. Chairman, I understand this morning, just as we 
were leaving the office, that a reply to that letter did get into our mail 
room. Unfortunately I was not able to get the letter before I left. 

Mr. Lanuam. All right. Have you completed your statement ? 

Mr. Demenr. Yes, sir; that is my statement, sir. 

Mr. Lannam. Did you get the name of the person from the General 
Services Administration who wrote you the confirmation of cancella- 
tion? Did Mr. Robinson get that? 

Mr. Dement. That is Mr. Harvey F. Gibson, chief, real property 
er ane and utilization division, at the New York regional office, 
Public Buildings Service. 

Mr. Lannam. Our counsel would like to ask the Colonel a few 
questions at this time. 

Mr. Casey. Colonel, I do not want any information which is classi- 
fied in your testimony. 

Are these facts as related by Mr. Dement based on information 
furnished by you? 

Colonel cece Yes, sir; by me. 

Mr. Lanuam. The necessity for the space? 

Colonel Becker. Yes, sir. The defense on which this information 
has been presented was compiled at Frankford Arsenal, based on engi- 
neering and technical needs as recognized by us. 

Mr. Lannam. Can you possibly | get by with using the space you 
have? Are you obliged to have this extra space to do the job? 

Mr. Lannam. Can you possibly get by with using the are ace you 
have? Are you obliked to have this extra’ space to do the j job 

Colonel Becker. Yes, sir. We see no alternative in connection 
with our part in the team of arsenals, which must cooperate in deliv- 
ering an end item of ordnance to the troops. 

' For example, Watervliet Arsenal, one of the eight, is responsible 
for the end item known as recoilless rifles. We, in our specialization, 
however, must supply the fire-control instrumentation, the sighting 
equipment that goes on those recoilless rifles. 
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Likewise, Redstone Arsenal is responsible for the general type of 
end item known as the guided missile. Frankford Arsenal is respon- 
sible for the electronics and proximity fuses that we have to use for 
those guided missiles. So it goes. 

With tanks we supply the eyes. The periscopes, the range finders, 
steroscopic range finders, which give a certain probability of a first 
round hit on that tank. We are coordinated into a family of arsenals. 
You might say if we do not do our work and get it out on time to 
match up with the work of the other arsenals the horse can’t run be- 
cause of lack of a horseshoe nail. 

Now, we are the third oldest arsenal. Spacewise, over the years, 
we have been pathetic in our endurance of that malady known as 
claustrophobia. We have 99.7 acres in the old original arsenal started 
in 1816. We are in the center of an 184-acre concentrated indus- 
trial activity in Philadelphia. We do not have any room within which 
to expand our storie walls. 

In World War II the Frankford Arsenal had to expand materially 
to the area of Metropolitan Philadelphia. In the maximum effort in 
World War II there were between 22,000 and 23,000 personnel in the 
Frankford Arsenal. In our rearmament program today we are re- 
peating, you might say, so far the initial steps. 

The expanded mission that he has been assigned to has caused us 
to expand in Korea from 3,400 to 10,400 soldiers. 

We have people working on a per capita allotment of space of 38 
square feet today. We are doing our best through multiple shifts 
and other arrangements to do our job, but we have come to the end 
of our rope. We do not have the drafting room space necessary 
to take on additional draftsmen and so on that are necessary to get 
out these specifications and drawings to industrial contractors in the 
time that we would like to get them out. 

I might say that we are telescoping production into development 
the hard way in order to give our troops the latest in the way of tools 
with which to fight. 

It has been our experience in the Ordnance Department, based on 
the procedures of World War IT, that for certain very complicated 
types of equipment, electronic range finders, antiaircraft directors, 
and so forth—where you are going into production on a brand-new 
development item—it takes about one body at the industrial center 
of the Department of the Army for every 25 people in industry. That 
ratio is what we are striving for today in order to accomplish our 
mission. 

Mr. Lannam. What is your time lag or slippage on your work, or 
the products that you supply? You supply the fire-control instru- 
ments / 

Colonel Becker. Yes. It varies, Mr. Congressman, by items. It 
varies from month to month. For example, for this month, tanks 
are lacking periscopes to the tune of several hundred. Next month 
it may be something else. But I repeat, for the lack of the engineer- 
ing facilities at the Frankford “ rsenal we are handicapped. We are 
handicapped in training Government inspectors who must function 
in these contractors’ plants in industry on these very complicated 
items. We do not have the space that we need, or the industrial lab- 
oratory set-up that we need to train these inspectors. 


178 CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Lanuam. That inspection is vital to the safety of our soldiers, 
is it not, in the handling of these weapons / 

Colonel Becker. Yes; and it is also required under the law that a 
Government inspector must inspect an item that the Government pur- 
chases before it can be paid for. The record must show that it has 
been passed by a Government inspector. 

Mr. Casry. As I understand it, General Services Administration 
was notified on May 2, 1951, that you might not be able to get that 
space. 

Mr. Dement. I might clear the atmosphere here. The way that 
the real-estate activities operate in the Department of Defense as a 
whole, I might explain. Of course, on all general-purpose space, the 
General Services Administration naturally has control. Authority 
has been delegated to the district engineers of the Army, the naval 
commanders and district naval commanders in the Navy, and certain 
people in the Air Force to deal directly with the General Services 
Administration. 

This letter that came back on May 2 was in answer to our letter, and 
that came back to the real-estate people in the engineers. It is true, 
of course, that all our real-estate dealings are sometimes dealt with 
informally and we talk about and discuss things before the actual 
formal paper comes out on it. : 

The people there were discussing it with the Frankford Arsenal. 

Mr. Casgy. Someone in the Department of Defense was notified on 
May 2 that they might have to obtain other space ? 

Mr. Dement. We might read that letter to you, if you like. This 
is signed again by Mr. Gibson, Chief of the Real Property Acquisi- 
tion and Utilization Division, addressed to the Corps of Engineers, 
attention Mr. Jack D. Burdett, Chief, Real Estate Division. 
[Reading :] 

We are returning herewith your request for 175,000 square feet of office space 
in Philadelphia, Pa., which was submitted to this office under date of March 3, 
1951, under GSA Form No. 31. 

We are unable to furnish the space requested at 5000 Wissahickon Avenue, 
Philadelphia, Pa., as we have been requested by our Washington office to with- 
hold any further assignment of space in this building pending plans which are 
being formulated in that office. 

We are, therefore, returning GSA Form No. 31, approved as a leased clear- 
ance authorizing you to proceed with the leasing of other space suitable for your 
needs. 

I believe I covered in my statement what action we have taken. 

Mr. Lannam. What action have you taken to obtain other space? 

Mr. Dement. Mr. Chairman, I might say that every possible ef- 
fort has been made to obtain space in the Philadelphia area. 

Mr. Lanuam. Some testimony was given yesterday to the effect 
that the Cramp shipyards have a large amount of space not being 
used that might be available. Have you investigated that? 

Mr. Dement. The shipyard in Philadelphia is a Navy proposition. 
We investigate those, of course, before we go out with the first request 
for space. Plans are complete for the entire use of that shipyard. 
That is the moth-balling shipyard area up there, and that is a pretty 
busy shipyard at the present time. 

Mr. LannuaAm. You know that there is no space available there? 

Mr. Dement. We have been advised that there is no space available. 
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Mr. Harpy. Did you really try to get that space, or is that just 
another one of these situations between two branches of the service? 
The military has a habit of hoarding space, also. The Veterans’ 
Administration is not the only one that does that. I just wonder 
whether you really tried to get space from the Navy, or whether the 
Navy is sitting down on it and really does not need it. Do you know? 

Mr. Dement. There is an honest effort made. The area subcom- 
mittees operating through the Munitions Board examine the space 
daily, and we in our office handle the general space program side of 
it, and coordinate with them. 

Mr. Harpy. You have no personal knowledge as to whether or not 
the Navy was even contacted about that space 

Mr. Dement. No, sir; I have no personal knowledge. 

Mr. Harpy. Colonel, do you know? 

Colonel Brecker. No; I know in general the nature of the facility, 
but I know of no availability there. 

Mr. Harpy. Have you determined whether it is available ? 

Colonel Becker. As we understand our position at the arsenal, 
the district engineers and the General Services Administration are 
the agencies that we put our requisitions in to. 

Mr. Harpy. You are not averse to giving them a little help, are you? 

Colonel Becker. Yes; we do whenever we can, but the Cramp 
shipyard has never come to our attention as being available. 

Mr. Harpy. I do not suspect that the Navy would voluntarily come 
to you and say, “Will you people take this off our hands and use it 
because we are not using it?” They just do not do things that way 
in any of the services. 

Colonel Becker. I can agree with you. 

On the other hand, we have looked at certain other known space 
in the hands of the engineers, Fort Mifflin, which, we heard be 
through our own unification channels, let us say, and we heard that 
it was unused, and we went down and looked at those old pre-Civil 
War casements, and so on, and considered them very seriously for 
ammunition and explosives storage. 

Mr. Harpy. They would not let you have them ? 

Colonel Becker. I think that they would have let us have them, 
but they were not suitable for our purposes. We were already located 
across the river at the Delaware Ordnance Depot. 

Mr. Harpy. You do not know anything about the shipyard ¢ 

Colonel Becker. No, sir. 

Major Starrorp. This is personal information, not official. 

Mr. Harpy. We will consider it official so far as the committee is 
concerned. 

Major Srarrorp. This came to me through personal channels. 

Mr. Harpy. That is all right. 

Major Srarrorp. The Second Army had certain reserve activities 
in the Cramp shipyards which, approximately 6 months ago, they 
were required to vacate, and have been moving to Washington, which 
indicates that there was a need for that property by the Navy. 

Mr. Harpy. You know, this is a question that should be addressed 
to the Secretary of Defense rather than you fellows because he is 
supposed to be responsible for unifying. I am not a bit sure that he 
is doing a good job of it. 
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Mr. Dement. I wanted you to get the benefit of these answers of 
these gentlemen. You asked me if I had personal knowledge. Cer- 
tainly, a man who is handling space all over the United States cannot 
have personal knowledge of every piece of space. We cannot spread 
that thin. However, we did set up procedures, a clearance procedure, 
that is followed. 

Mr. Harpy. You have so much procedure that no one can follow it. 

Mr. Dement. I will grant you that sometimes it is procedure and 
sometimes it is very voluminous, but it is necessary to determine that 
every available piece of space that is under the cognizance of the De- 
partment of Defense has been explored before we go to the General 
Services Administration and ask for space, and those procedures are 
complied with. 

Mr. Harpy. I know theoretically that sounds good. 

Mr. Lannam. Do you have really any coordination of your pro- 
curement of space in the armed services, or the use of space between 
the services ? 

Mr. Dement. Very definitely, sir. We have that all over in gen- 
eral-purpose space. 

Mr. Harpy. You have checked to determine that the other services 
do not have space that is available to you ? 

Mr. Dement. The area subcommittees in the field. This is on dele- 
gated authority, as I mentioned a moment ago. 

Mr. Harpy. I understand that, but that has been done. I was not 
referring to you personally in that case. 

Mr. Dement. It is our understanding it has been done. 

Mr. Lannam. How did you get that understanding ? 

Mr. Dement. We got that understanding from the real-estate peo- 
ple in the field, sir, and our people, particularly when we get a project 
such as this one. Our people in the field explore every possibility 
and, of course, we have occasional space meetings between the repre- 
sentatives of the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force. Those meetings 
are usually held not on a regular basis, but on an average of once 
every 6 weeks, to more or less discuss the space situation, and we point 
up some of these problems. We did not realize there was a problem 
on this space until we were notified, I do not recall the date, but it 
was some few days after “under delegated authority” that the engi- 
neers were notified that the space was being taken away from them. 

Mr. Harpy. In view of the fact that the General Services Admin- 
istration has made surveys up there also, if they have not checked 
the availability of excess military space, they should have done it. 

I would like to inquire, Colonel, about another possibility which 
was suggested to the committee yesterday. As I recall the testi- 
mony, it was indicated that since this space was withdrawn from the 
arsenal, General Services was considering a smaller building for your 
use. I think the testimony indicated that the building which they 
had in mind would contain sufficient space for the offices only. 

Now, additional space would have to be secured some place else for 
laboratory work, or some other work of that nature. 

I want to ask you just what would be the effect of such an arrange- 
ment on your operations. 

Colonel Brecker. I assume, sir, you refer to what is known as 
the 
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Mr. Harpy. I do not know what the buildings were. The buildings 
are presently occupied, and the testimony indicated that the build- 
ing under consideration would not be sufficiently large for this total 
operation but would be large enough to accommodate the office space 
requirements which you need, but no other requirements. 

Colonel Becker. At one time there was a building in that category 
considered for lease known as the Steel Building in Philadelphia. It 
was seriously considered, but it did not have the total net usable space 
that we required for the laboratory and for the development labora- 
tory and engineering purposes, but it would have been suitable as 
such for office —. 

Mr. Harpy. My question was really intended to inquire as to the 
essentiality of having the laboratory space contiguous to the office 
space. 

Colonel Becker. The design engineer and the development engineer 
and the product engineer were working very closely with the labora- 
tory facilities. If he is making a pilot model for a range finder to 
go to the engineering test at the Aberdeen Proving Ground, it is a 
matter, as he proceeds with his work, of practically living between his 
engineers on the drafting board and his model laboratory where we 
have a wooden mock-up of the tank that this range finder goes on. 
There is a definitely close relationship necessary. 

Mr. Harpy. How much of a handicap would it be if the laboratory 
were separated from his drafting board a distance of 1, 2, or 3 city 
blocks? 

Colonel Becker. It would be a handicap. It would mean shuttling 
back and forth between those two or three city blocks several times a 
day. I cannot say that it would be an unsurmountable handicap by 
any means, 

Mr. Harpy. It would delay progress. 

Colonel Becker. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. There is another question that came up in that testi- 
mony yesterday indicating that if that course had to be pursued— 
and the testimony was somewhat conflicting—that from 6 months to a 
year would be required before a complete occupancy could be had, 
and what that would do to you. 

Colonel Becker. That would worsen our present condition with 
reference to our mission of turning inspections and doing engineering 
work with our contractors in the field. 

Mr. Harpy. The question here is what is the project for which this 
particular space is needed? Do you need to get into it immediately ? 

Colonel Becker. Yes; in our realization and analysis of what is 
going wrong with the present armament program due to lack of facili- 
ties at the Frankford Arsenal, I think from a national defense stand- 
point, and from an old fuddy-duddy colonel with 34 years in this 
game, that I feel it is urgent we have the space, and the sooner the 
better. 

Mr. Harpy. Do these colonels know that you speak of them as 
fuddy-duddies ? 

Colonel Becker. I was speaking of myself. That is a jocular expres- 
sion in my commentary set-up in the Army. 

Mr. Casey. If you had the space, how soon would you be ready to 
move into it? 
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Colonel Becker. As soon as we could. The time that it would take 
to get competitive bids on the moving, which I feel could be done 
within the 10-day limit on such types of negotiations. 

Mr. Harpy. One other question that I want to explore in connection 
with the possibility of having your offices located in one place and 
your laboratory in another. How much of a security problem is in- 
volved in the type of work that you will be doing ? 

Colonel Becker. There is a very definite and great security prob- 
lem. Our projects are A-1 securitywise. We live with that problem 
in our particular field work. I might say that we do it in an outstand- 
ing manner. 

Mr. Harpy. If I can boil your testimony down, you urgently need 
this amount of space. You are ready to move, and if you are not able 
to secure the space promptly there is a definite possibility of serious 
consequences of retarding the national defense effort / 

Colonel Becker. That is my appreciation of the problem and 
situation. 

Mr. Lanuam. Do you have plenty of desks? I notice that the Gen- 
eral Services Administration has a lot of desks. You probably would 
not have to wait on them. 

Colonel Brecker. For the time being we have enough desks. 

Mr. Harpy. I hope that you will be able to save the transportation 
on those if you move into the Atwater-Kent Building because the 
Veterans’ Administration have a lot left over there. They are already 
there. You would not need to transport them. 

Colonel Becker. That has been called to our attention, and we are 
very hopeful, or were at one time, of getting some of those desks, but 
subsequent advices indicate that they are no longer available. 

Mr. Casey. Would you read into the record the commitments that 
you have received on this property from the General Services Ad- 
ministration ? 

Mr. Dement. This is another letter signed by Mr. Gibson dated 
June 15, 1951, to the Corps of Engineers, Washington District, atten- 
tion Mr. Jack Burdett, Chief, Real Estate Division [reading]: 

GENTLEMEN: Under date of May 2, 1951, we returned to you GASA Form 31 
requesting the assignment of 175,000 square feet of office space in Philadelphia, 
Pa. The request was approved as a leased clearance inasmuch as we 
were unable at that time to locate space to meet your requirements. We have 
now been advised by our Washington office that sufficient space is available at 
5000 Wissahickon Avenue to accommodate the Army, and it is therefore re- 
quested that you submit another Form GSA 31 to this office covering the require- 
ments so that we can proceed with the assignment. 

Mr. Lannam. Did you do that? 

Mr. Dement. Yes. 

Mr. Lanuam. Do you have the reply or the final action and 
confirmation ? 

Mr. Dement. This is a form called “Occupancy Confirmation” that 
is originated by the requesting agency to the GSA. 

Mr. Lanuam. You do not need to read the whole thing. 

Mr. Demen'r. The date of the request is July 3, and then the date of 
the confirmation, after it comes back from the real estate people in 
the region, is July 9. 

Mr. Lannam. What space was assigned ? 

Mr. Dement. That was 204,237 square feet of space in the basement 
and subbasement. That included all the space in the basement and 
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subbasement with the exception of 2,130 square feet of space which 
the Census Bureau was to retain and 432 square feet of space that 
was being retained by the mantenance people of the General Services 
Administration. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you very much. 

The subcommittee will recess for 5 minutes. 

(Whereupon a short recess was taken. ) 


AFTER RECESS 


Mr. Lanuam. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Mr. Reynolds, I believe you heard most of the testimony of the 
Department of Defense and representatives of the Frankford Arsenal 
as well as the testimony of the Veterans’ Administration relative to 
the use of this space in this building in Philadelphia, the Atwater-Kent 
Building. 

Frankly, the committee is of the opinion that the Armed Forces 
have made out a very strong case for the use of this space, and the 
committee is of the opinion that it will be very much adverse to the 
defense effort if the Veterans’ Administration is allowed to use 
this space that apparently the Frankford Arsenal needs so badly. 

As you said yesterday in response to a question F asked, the re- 
isamabaiey is yours. The committee just hopes that you will exer- 


cise that responsibility. Of course, you make the decision, but we 
just hope that it is going to be in line with the opinion of the committee. 
That is not because we asked, but we feel sure that your opinion will 
run alongside ours after hearing this testimony. 

I have no desire to put you on the spot or ask you to make a deci- 


sion at this moment. We hope that the decision is going to be that 
the arsenal will get this space. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF W. E. REYNOLDS, COMMISSIONER, PUB- 
LIC BUILDINGS SERVICE, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Reynoups. Mr. Chairman, it is very helpful to us to have the 
opinion of the subcommittee. We shall immediately reconsider the 
matter. I would like to discuss it a bit with higher authority before 
making the final decision on it. 

Mr. LAnuwaAm. Thank you, Mr. Reynolds. I want to say that when 
I came into the hearing of this case I probably was inclined to think 
that the Veterans’ Administration could make out a good case that 
they ought to have this space, but my views have changed altogether 
since hearing the testimony both from the Veterans’ Administration 
angle and from the defense angle. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, may I make an observation ? 

Mr. Lannam. Yes, Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. As I see it, the major problem involved here is a ques- 
tion of what use of the space contributes most to the national interest. 

Mr. Lannam. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. I cannot escape one or two conclusions in connection 
with the presentation that has been made by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. I do not want to leave the impression that I have any firm 
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conviction at the moment as to whether or not any or all of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration district offices should be consolidated. I do 
have a very definite conviction that the Veterans’ Administration has 
not made a reasonable case in support of the action that it has taken 
and that it proposes to take. 

It is extremely difficult for me to understand how an Administrator 
sitting in the spot where General Gray is sitting can make a determina- 
tion as far reaching as this determination based on such meager 
information. I cannot escape a personal feeling that his decision in 
this case was based on an arbitrary determination to retain the use 
of that space for the Veterans’ Administration irrespective of its 
impact upon anything else. 

Mr. Lanuam. I think probably that precipitated the hasty action. 
Apparently they had been giving the matter consideration for a long 
period of time. They may have been justified; I do not know. I 
would not speak for the committee on that. 

I am sure that the entire committee is convinced that the priority 
should goto the Armed Forces in the emergency. 

Could I ask you, Mr. Reynolds, if you would notify the committee 
when you have come to a decision ? 

Mr. Reynoipgs. I would be delighted to. 

Mr. Lannam. Might I ask how soon we might expect the decision 
about it? I think it is vital. 

Mr. Reynotps. It may not be before Monday night. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Reynolds, you folks down there act faster than 
that. I thought you would be able to make that, decision sometime 
between now and 3 o’clock. 

Mr. Reynoups. Well, it depends upon other people’s time as well as 
your own. 

Mr. Lanuam. Mr. Reynolds, the committee is going ahead with its 
deliberations this afternoon. There are other witnesses who must be 
heard. They have come here from a long way, and we want to hear 
them this afternoon. 

We will adjourn now until 2 o’clock or 2: 30. 

Mr. Harpy. Make it 2:30, Mr. Chairman; or suit your own con- 
venience. 

Mr. Lannam. We will make it at 2: 30. 

If at some time during the afternoon you could come to a conclusion 
we would appreciate it. Some of us will be out of town Monday. We 
would like to know as early as we can. 

Mr. Reynotps. I hope you have a good vacation. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you. The subcommittee will stand in recess 
until 2: 30. 

(Thereupon, at 12:42 p. m. Friday, August 24, 1951, a recess was 
taken until 2: 30 p. m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Harpy. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Trinkle, have you been sworn ? 

Mr. Trrnxue. No, sir. 

(Whereupon E. Lee Trinkle was sworn and thereafter deposed as 
follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF E. LEE TRINKLE, DIRECTOR OF INSURANCE 
VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, RICHMOND, VA. 


Mr. Casey. Mr. Trinkle, I do not know whether you want to make 
4 statement to start with or not. But I notice some indication that 
you have been given a considerable amount of responsibility for the 
proposed consolidation of the offices. I was a little sur rised to learn 
that and I just wondered if in the beginning you wished to make a 
statement. 

Mr. Trinkie. My name is E. Lee Trinkle and I am manager and 
director of insurance. 

Mr. Casey. Where? 

Mr. Trrnxtr. In the Richmond district office. 

There seems to be some misunderstanding about my authorization 
in this consolidation. In January I was called to Washington and 
told to administer it. I was given the second page of the letter which 
you have and which is marked “Secret,” and it is said, “Your job is to 
coordinate the entire move.” I had nothing to do with making the 
decision at all. 

Mr. Harpy. That was on Mr. Breining’s desk. Wasn't it? 

Mr. TrInKie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. Did you have anything to do with Mr. Stirling at that 
time? 

Mr. Trrnkie. No. 

Mr. Casry. I will read this statement and you can comment on it: 

This recommendation to move Richmond grew out of a conference to move the 
Richmond office. 

Mr. Trrnxir. IT have never recommended the Richmond office be 
moved by anybody. Furthermore, after 1 month I was told the con- 
solidation would not be made and I went back to Richmond and in- 
formed my people that insofar as I knew, there was nothing which 
would adversely affect our office. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you approve of the consolidation idea? 

Mr. Trrnkue. I was never asked, I was told. 

Mr. Harpy. You were told. 

Mr. Trinkue. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. What were you to do then? 

Mr. Trinkir. I was supposed to coordinate and plan the entire 
move. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you raise any objection to the entire move? 

Mr. Trrnxir. No. It was not up to me to object. I work for the 
man and he said, “Move.” 

Mr. Harpy. You mean Mr. Breining was an autocrat and you as one 
of his district managers did not dare speak ¢ ‘ 

Mr. Casry. When you moved the whole move was to be made? 

Mr. Trinxtr. All the district offices in these six proposed districts 
were to do the detailed planning and plan the dates and so forth. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you do that? 

Mr. Trrnkie. Toa large extent; yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. What was the first date set in the plans you made? 

Mr. Trinkte. There was not any date set. 

Mr. Harpy. If you did not go so far as to set the date, it does not 
sound to me like a complete plan. 

88916—51———_13 
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Mr. Trinkie. You can make complete plans depending on the date. 

Mr. Harpy. On the other hand, Mr. Breining made the determina- 
tion to have the consolidation and asked you to draw up the plans 
and you drew up the plans leaving it for him to set the date. 

Mr. Trinkie. That is correct, and those plans were not worked out 
in entire completion because it was called off before the time. 

Mr. Harpy. Who called it off? 

Mr. Trrnxuie. Mr. Breining called me one afternoon and informed 
me the Administrator had decided not to make the consolidation at this 
time. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you remember approximately when ? 

Mr. Trinxe. I do not remember. I was in Washington 30 days 
and I was up in January; so it would be in February. 

Mr. Harpy. When was it you made a proposed plan of consolida- 
tion ? 

Mr. Trinkie. Between January 15 and February 15. 

Mr. Harpy. Was it that same period that you were up here? 

Mr. TRINKLE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And you were here working on that subject ? 

Mr. TrINKLE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And you came up here to perform the job and Mr. 
Breining told you to let it alone and you went back home? 

Mr. Trinkie. That’s right. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you make any sort of analysis of what costs would 
be involved ? 

Mr. Trrnke. I did not do that at that time, sir, but I have since 
analyzed it in detail. 

Mr. Harpy. When? 

Mr. Trinkie. About a month ago as far as Richmond was con- 
cerned. What costs would be saved in Richmond if it were consoli- 
dated with either one, two or three of the districts. 

Mr. Harpy. Can you fix the date? 

Mr. Trrvxxe. I 

Mr. Casty. Was it before or after July 26? 

Mr. Trinke. Before that date. I did that entirely on my own be 
cause I thought finally we would move and I made plans. 

Mr. Harpy. And you did that without any instructions? 

Mr. Trinkie. Strictly on my own, 

Mr. Harpy. Did you submit these figures to Mr. Stirling? 

Mr. Trinkte. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And he did not ask for them? 

Mr. Trinkie. No. 

Mr. Harpy. And he did not ask you how much would be saved by 
transferring the Richmond office? 

Mr. Trinkie. No one has asked me. 

Mr. Harpy. And according to his testimony yesterday you did some 
work previously on this question of consolidation ? 

Mr. Trinkte. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. And he did not ask you for any estimate as to how much 
could be saved by a consolidation ? 

Mr. Trrnkte. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you make that estimate as to whether any saving 
could be made by moving the Richmond office to Philadelphia ? 


Mr. Trinkue. Yes. 
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Mr. Harpy. Is that what you had in mind when you made your 
own study ? 

Mr. Trinkue. Yes, sir. To be frank, sir, I wanted to see whether 
there would be a significant saving in the move. 

Mr. Harpy. Did you find there would be? 

Mr. Trinkie. There would be if you spread your supervision i 
half. I was making the figures “nat on the fact that if we did con- 
solidate it would be with that in mind. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words you mean you have too many super- 
visors in Richmond? 

Mr. TrinkKz. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. If you are going to spread it in half you would not 
need as many ? 

Mr. Trrnxie. That is correct. But that decision was not mine. 
That decision was made in Washington. Yesterday they said they 
were going to consolidate four offices and cut supervision in quarter. 

Mr. Harpy. And do I understand you to say you have not too many 
supervisors in the Richmond office ? 

Mr. Trinkie. No,sir. I donot think so, 

Mr. Harpy. Does that indicate your feeling that after you reduce 
the number of supervisors or increase the number of subordinates 
per supervisor you will lose efficiency ? 

Mr. Trinkwe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And you do not agree with Mr. Stirling on that 
subject ? 

Mr. Trinkte. No. I do not know how much less that efficiency 
would be but it would be somewhat less and there are certain positions 
in a small office you could save definitely because this is a small ex- 
ample, but there is one particular position which requires two people. 
When we make a policy loan a conclusion must be made and it must be 
checked. 

Mr. Harpy. You have to have individuals who do nothing but that ? 

Mr. Trinkxe. They do that and other things but they are not com- 
pletely busy. We could do with one and a half instead of two people. 
If you have consolidation that would not exist. But that is in the 
minority. 

Mr. Harpy. Couldn’t you cut that half person and give him some- 
thing else to do? : 

Mr. Trinkie. We do. 

Mr. Casey. Are you not spread out over a number of buildings now ? 

Mr. Trinkie. In 161% buildings. 

Mr. Casey. Don’t you have the idea that if you had them on one 
floor it would make less need for supervision ? 

Mr. Trinkie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Casey. So if you were all in one building you might get away 
with less supervision and still have the same efliciency / 

Mr. Trin ke. I think that is entirely possible. 

Mr. Casey. So it is not entirely consistent? Or maybe it is? You 
have to have as many supervisors as you do in Richmond but if you 
move to Philadelphia on the same floor you could do with less super- 
Visors 4 
_ Mr, Trinxuir. If we were in any modern building like any other 
insurance company in one building, we could do it for less. 
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Mr. Casry. Would the move to Philadelphia impair the service 
rendered to veterans in Richmond eventually ? 

Mr. Trinkix. Do you mean immediately? Or at any time? Yes, 
I am already backlogging at the present moment. 

Mr. Bus. How many States are under your supervision ? 

Mr. Trinkte. Four States and the District of Columbia. 

_Mr. Busn. And how many supervisors do you have under your juris- 
diction in the Richmond office? 

Mr. Trinkue. Seven hundred and fifty-eight people at the moment. 
I would have to count them. 

Mr. Lanuam. Supervisors? 

Mr. Trinkxz. The supervisors in addition. 

Mr. Harpy. Various and sundry kinds. 

Mr. Busu. Top supervisors ? 

Mr. Trinkue. There are 15 of us in Richmond that have not been 
off the jobs in the whole district office. 

Mr. Busn. You included them though—that they could eut to one 
quarter the number? . 

“Mr. Trinke. Three quarters. 

Mr. Busu. That is right. Now, would it bea cut of these 15 top men, 
or more than that 

Mr. Trinkue. Yes, sir. I frankly do not think it can be cut down 
to one quarter of what it is now. There would not be enough super- 
vision. Undoubtedly it could be cut some. There is a minimum and 
maximum of supervision. Where that maximum is I do not know. In 
our office I believe we have just the number of supervisors we need and 
nomore. Just because we are authorized to hire supervisors we do not 
hire them unless we need them. My opinion is, and I have nothing 
to go with that, I think we could double the size of Richmond and not 
increase the supervisors. I think we could increase twice as much but 
you reach a point of diminishing returns where you get no supervision. 

Mr. Busu. Do you have many people come into the office from the 
district personally ? 

Mr. Trrnkue. Yes, sir. Between 500 and 600 a month and 750 to 
1,000 local telephone calls. 

Mr. Busn. And if this consolidation took place it would deprive the 
people of that service? 

* Mr. Trinkwe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You have nothing further to say? 

Mr. Trinxie. I did not know of this consolidation at all until July 
26. I had no knowledge of it before. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Lanuam. The next witness. 

Mr. Casey. Mr. Chairman, I have statements that have been offered 
for the record and ‘I would suggest that I read the names and submit 
them for the committee for inclusion in the record at this point. 

Mr. Lannam. You may proceed. 

Mr. Casry. Letter from Mr. Charles A. Buckley, Member of Con- 
gress, New York. 

Mr. Lannam. Without objection, it will be admitted. 

Mr. Casey. Letter from James J. Delaney, Member of Congress, 
New York. 

Mr. Lannam. Without objection, it will be admitted. 
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Mr. Casey. Letter from R. L. Doughton, Member of Congress from 
North Carolina. 

Letter from Mr. Daniel Malvey of West Roxbury, Mass. 

Telegram addressed to Congressman Doughton, from J. M. Cald- 
well, director of North Carolina Veterans Commission. 

Telegram from Francis M. Sullivan, national legislative director, 
Disabled American Veterans. 

Letter from Congressman Albert Thomas, of Houston, Tex., chair- 
man of the Independent Offices Subcommittee on Appropriations. 

Letter from John B. Hynes, mayor of the city of Boston. 

A statement from Congressman John Rooney, of New York. 

A letter from Congressman James G. Donovan of New York, with 
enclosures, 

A letter from Congressman Monroe M. Redden, of North Carolina. 

A letter from Congressman Charles B. Deans, of North Carolina. 

A telegram from Congressman John H. Kerr, North Carolina. 

A letter from Richard F. Tobil, commissioner of veterans services 
for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

A letter from Gov. Paul A. Dever, of Massachusetts. 

A telegram from Congressman Ernest Greenwood, New York. 

A telegram from Timothy J. Murphy, commander of department, 
Massachusetts Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

Statement of Congressman Thomas J. Lane, of Massachusetts. 

Letter from Congressman Graham A. Barden, North Carolina. 

Telegram from Robert T. Morse, president of Massachusetts Fu- 
neral Directors Association. 

Letter from Congressman Foster Furcolo, of Massachusetts. 

Telegram from Philip A. Dibucci, adjutant, Rhode Island Depart- 
ment of AMVETS. 

Letter from George E. Ijams, director, Veterans of Foreign Wars 
of the United States, national rehabilitation service. 

Letter from Congressman J. K. Javits, of New York. 

Statement of Congressman Emanuel Celler, of New York. 

Statement of Congressman Louis B. Heller, of New York. 

Statement of Timothy J. Buckley, department service officer of the 
American Legion, department of Massachusetts, Boston. 

Resolution submitted by Anthony D. Tieso, past department com- 
mander of the Disabled American Veterans and past national exec- 
utive committeeman of the department of Massachusetts. 

Letter from Charles J. McCarty, rehabilitation representative of 
the American Legion, Boston, Mass. 

Letter from Congressman John D, McCormack, of Massachusetts. 

Letter from Lucy E. Haeselich, department president of the Amer- 
ican Legion Auxiliary, department of Massachusetts, Ine., State 
House, Boston. 

Letter from Samuel J. Williston, department service officer, depart- 
ment of Massachusetts, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States. 

Letter from John J. Donovan, acting president of the National Fed- 
eration of Federal Employees, local 945, Boston. 

Statement from AMVETS—American Veterans of World War IT, 
Boston. 

Letter from Edward A. Lieberman, national service officer of the 
Jewish War Veterans. 
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Telegram from Vincent R. Impellitteri, mayor of New York. 

Mr. Lanuam. Are there any others? 

Mr. Casry. There are certain other miscellaneous letters. 

Mr. Lanuam. I suggest they be put in the file and not in the record 
and if you can shorten the phd by leaving exhibits out, then do 
that. Without objection the others will be admitted. 

Mr. Casey. Telegram from Edward X. Peyton, commander, New 
York County American Legion. 

Letter from John A. Reagon, county commander, of the American 
Legion, Bronx County, N. Y. 

Resolution of the Joint Council of War Veterans Organization of 
Kings County. 

Letter and accompanying resolution from the American Legion and 
written by Joseph P. Piccirillo, chairman, department rehabilitation 
committee. 

Mr. Lannam. Without objection, they will be admitted. 

Any other witnesses ? 


STATEMENT OF ANTHONY D. TIESO, PAST DEPARTMENT COM- 
MANDER OF DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, DEPARTMENT OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Lanuam: If you have a prepared statement you want to 
read 

Mr. Treso. I did have a prepared statement and it is brief. 

Yesterday, the secretary to the director of legislation of the Dis- 
abled American Veterans, Mr. Francis M. Sullivan, asked me to in- 
form the committee that the national convention of the Disabled Amer- 
ican Veterans, recently held at Milwaukee, Wis., adopted a mandate 
protesting against the abolition of the district offices of the Veterans’ 
Administration and the recentralization and consolidation of those 
offices in 4 districts in lieu of the present 11 districts. 

Mr. Sullivan could not be here and he has already sent a telegram 
to you about the matter. His secretary also asked me to say that upon 
receipt of the certified copy of this protest, which should arrive today 
or tomorrow, it will be forwarded to this committee; and Mr. Sulli- 
van would appreciate it being made a part of the record. 

I would like to touch on a few points of what happened when we 
came to Washington here. I think I arrived here on the 6th of August 
and on the 7th of August I went down to the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion. I have been coming to Washington for about 25 years. 

Mr. Lannam. Does that tie in? Does that touch on this affair or is 
this just a complaint against the Veterans’ Administration ? 

Mr. Treso- It touches on it. 

Mr. Lanuam. Is it a complaint against the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion? 

Mr. Tirso. It ties in the Veterans’ Administration with the talk 
we had with Major Clark in his office and Mrs. Rogers. I am protest- 
ing the closing of the Veterans’ Administration on the Insurance and 
Death Claims Division. 

Mr. Lanuam. I do not think any conversation you had will be 
material unless it contradicts what Mr. Clark has testified. 

Mr. Treso. That is correct. It contradicts what he had told us. 

Mr. Lanuam: Does it contradict anything he has testified to here! 
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Mr. Treso. I believe it does. 

Mr. Lanuam. Go ahead. Let us see. I want to shorten this testi- 
mony as much as I can. I want to keep the witnesses to material 
testimony. 

Mr. Treso. One of the items I brought up at the time was that I felt 
the publication which was released by the Veterans’ Administration 
concerning the rental of the district office in Massachusetts was pub- 
lished in the papers as a saving of $150,000. We contradicted that 
and said it was false and misleading to the public and then they asked 
us did we know what the rental was for the district office. We told 
them we were sure before we came down that it was only about $50,000 
and the entire building was less than $150,000. I told them we could 
produce the figures. 

Mr. Lanuam. And those figures are in the record? 

Mr. Treso. I do not know. Have you got it? 

Mr. Casey. Yes. We have them. That may be true but the figure 
for Boston has been introduced as $262,000 but that takes into account 
the high rental other agencies are paying there. 

Mr. Treso. It makes quite a big difference when you are paying an 
annual rental of $37,000. That is a difference of $113,000. 

Mr. Casey. But they are paying more than that for other space the 
Federal Government is releasing in addition in Boston. 

Mr. Treso. The real purpose we are here is because we are a service 
organization and we have employed there some severely handicapped 
persons who have adjusted themselves into positions that they have 
needed. Our department has received hundreds of complaints of dis- 
abled men now employed in the Veterans’ Administration and if they 
were to be transferred to Philadelphia and were to go there it would 
mean that they could not readjust themselves in that position; and 
many could not go. Therefore, we felt we should look into the matter 
to see if there were any savings and from all I hear here in the last 
2 days I fail to see that there will be. 

Mr. Lannam. That is argument. Have you any testimony or any 
facts that will help us? 

Mr. Treso. Well, I think I can shorten it. 

Mr. Lannam. Make it as brief as you can. We want evidence not 
opinion about the testimony. 

Mr. Treso. The resolution of the department of Massachusetts 
speaks for itself. The only exception I want to take is the Veterans’ 
Administration has broken faith with its employees in Massachusetts 
and the other three districts. As a former member of the United 
States Board of Examiners and Board of Appeals I have never in my 
life seen an action so quick—you must move to Philadelphia or else. 

Mr. Lanuam. I guess that is true. 

If a man could not go he could not be employed if they moved the 
office. That was a statement of fact. If he wanted to move to Phila- 
delphia—all right. If not, he would be discharged. It may have been 
done quickly and without due notice. That is a different matter. 
Anything else? 

Mr. Treso. Well, I do not know what can be done. 

Mr. Lanuam. Then if there is nothing else, call the next witness. 
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STATEMENT OF HARRY J. SANDS, NEW YORK CITY 


Mr. Sanps. You have gone into the question of economy and the 
question of disservice to the veterans very thoroughly. I appear on 
behalf of the fourteen hundred-odd employees of the district office 
as you can understand who are deeply interested in this move and 
much upset by it. It was upsetting enough to have them told to move 
within 6 to 18 months and the acceleration has moved ahead so quickly 
that they are flabbergasted. We are told we must be in Philadelphia 
by October 4, 5 weeks away. This leaves some tremendous personnel 
problems for the employees. 

Many of our employes have exercised their rights under the GT bill 
of rights for education. They are registered in New York City uni- 
versities and schools. The move to Philadelphia will interrupt this 
education. 

Many of them have growing families. Children are going to 
schools. Those children will have to be dislocated and taken to Phila- 
delphia and placed in schools there. 

A tremendous hardship comes to these veterans who have exercised 
their rights to obtain a loan from the Veterans’ Administration on 
the purchase of homes. We have a survey made in the office of about 
160 or 170 men who after many years of trying to locate themselves 
in the city of New York in adequate housing for their families were 
finally compelled to buy homes for inflated prices. Now, they are 
faced with the prospects of selling those houses at distress sales to go 
to Philadelphia and look for new houses there—either to purchase or 
rent apartments. 

There was a circular issued by the manager of the New York dis- 
trict office which indicated there were certain houses and apartments, 
hotels and other accommodations for living quarters in Philadelphia 
but the prices quoted seemed extremely high. 

These people do not know what they are going to do. They were 
faced with answering a questionnaire on July 31, 1951, which told 
them that if they failed to accept an offer of transfer to the Phila- 
delphia district office it would result in separation from service. This 
is not the usual procedure in the Federal Government. The usual 
procedure is if they lose a position the person is afforded opportunity 
to seek employment elsewhere within the agency and we have other 
offices in the city of New York. We have a regional office in the 
Bronx and in the city of New York. But these people are forced out 
and will not be afforded opportunity to go there although they have 
prior rights. They may have permanent status. They may have 
preference over nonveterans and they are not afforded opportunity 
to bump those positions. They must go into Philadelphia or seek em- 
ployment elsewhere. 

The release from General Gray said there would not be any diminu- 
tion of service to the veterans; that they would be as close to the Vet- 
erans’ Administration as the nearest mail box. I think he could have 
said the veteran would be as near the Veterans’ Administration as 
his nearest Congressman. I find from my experience, and one of my 
jobs is to answer inquiries from Congressmen, that the further away 
they get from the city of New York the more they have to resort to 
the Congressmen to get their affairs straightened out. 
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It seems the policy of the Veterans’ Administration in the last few 
years has been to push the veteran, or the widow or dependents fur- 
ther away from the actual office in which the work is being done. 

A great example is in the New York district office. We used to 
have a Contact Division where people could come down and get a 
statement of their insurance problems or of their compensation prob- 
lems or pension problems. All the records and information neces- 
sary to answer the problems adequately was right in that building. 
The contact man goes upstairs and gets the record or calls down for 
it or calls on the phone. That has been taken away. The office has 
been moved to the regional office. 

Then we had a specialized contact service of personnel. An adjudi- 
cator was there in the Claims Service who had claims for insurance on 
the death of a veteran or claim for a pension. When the person came 
into the office the case file was pulled out and they were given a com- 
plete categorical answer and told what was lacking or why their claim 
was denied; that the action taken by the Veterans’ Administration 
was just. We had the records there and showed them the correspond- 
ence. That was taken away. 

We still have an office downstairs where veterans in the city of 
New York can come in and pay their insurance premiums in person. 
This is important for this reason. The records of the Veterans’ 
Administration, as far as premium payments are concerned, have not 
been absolutely perfect. A lot of veterans have been frustrated in 
finding out what their insurance status is. They have written many 
letters and they were not satisfactorily answered. They got their 
insurance straightened out once for all. Many of them I have spoken 
to in the last few weeks and they tell me that they have to pay pre- 
miums by mail and don’t know what todo. They may have to drop it. 
They have lost time from work and have had to go to their Congress- 
man, to service organizations, to get their service record straightened 
out. The further you get from the district office the worse the service 
is to the veteran. 

Thank you very much for permitting me*to make that-statement. 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN T. CONNOR, DIRECTOR OF VETERANS 
SERVICE, BROOKLINE, MASS. 


Mr. Connor. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
chairman of the legislative committee for the Massachusetts Associa- 
tion of Veterans’ Services. This organization represents 357 towns 
and cities in Massachusetts. We work and associate directly with the 
veteran and his dependents under chapter 115 of the General Laws of 
Massachusetts as amended. IT will be very brief as my remarks are 
exactly the same as the previous speaker. 

I have heen a representative of the Veterans’ Service Department for 
the past 25 vears and I appreciate this opportunity to appear before 
this committee and add our protest to the many vou have received 
regarding the recent order from General Gray’s office proposing this 
consolidation of veterans’ insurance and death claims into a single 
office in Philadelphia. 

The area served by Boston, New York, and Richmond is vast, as you 
know. But speaking for Boston area I can only say the transfer is 
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one of the most impractical attempts at consolidation of veterans 
service ever to be recommended. It will impair the service to the 
veteran and create a definite hardship on his dependents. 

No doubt the types of testimony regarding this order are varied. 
but opposing testimony from all groups like our own must be made 
known. Positions taken by Members of Congress who preceded me 
is most heartening and I wish to commend all of them who join us in 
seeking correction of this arbitrary edict. I want to thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you. The next witness. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH C. LYNN, CHIEF, DOCKET SECTION, DEPEND- 
ENTS AND BENEFICIARIES CLAIMS DIVISION, RICHMOND, VA. 


Mr. Lynn. As Chief of the Division I am directly responsible for 
all the death claims in that area and have been responsible for the 
past 4 years. 

I was requested to appear befor this committee apparently because 
it was thought I might have information available. I do not have 
a statement to make but would be glad to answer any questions you 
may have. 

Mr. Lanuam. Do you have any information that would add new 
light to the problem ? 

Mr. Lyny. I listened to what the Director of Claims Service said 
yesterday and in the main I agree with his conclusions. In the light 
of my experience I believe this move will affect seriously the service 
to the veterans. 

Mr. Lanuam. In what way? 

Mr. Lynn. It will delay the adjudication of claims. Today, in 
Richmond, we can answer our mail almost by the next day. There 
are some cases that will carry over to the second or third day but 
usually they have a problem in them. The usual mail is answered 
by the following day when it comes into our Claims Service. We 
settle our eases almost immediately and have done so since 1948. 

Looking back to the time of the decentralization in 1936, when 
we were more than 30 days in every case, I feel we will in time come 
to that situation though I agree it will not take as long to clean it 
up. It took 2 years then, but perhaps it can be done in less time. 

Mr. Busu. Do you have people come in and make personal contact 
with you on these death claims ¢ 

Mr. Lynn. Many of the widows come directly to my desk. 

Mr. Busu. Do you have men who have to go out and look after 
these claims ? 

Mr. Lynn. We do not send men from our own service unless they 
are in the city of Richmond but we have done so on many occasions, 
particularly with respect to an insurance death claim. 

Mr. Busu. Do you feel there are enough claimants who feel it is a 

reat service to the people of the area which the district office in 
ichmond serves ? 

Mr. Lynn. Yes. Indeed, I do. They not only come in to see us per- 
sonally. Very soon after the death of the veteran they call us and 
this is going on all the time. I have one reviewer assigned to these 
contacts. The Director of the Service does a great deal himself and 
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the Chief of our Division also does it. Between four of us we are 
pretty busy with talks. 
Mr. Lanuam. Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN J. HARDING, EMPLOYEES’ REPRESENTATIVE, 
BOSTON, MASS. 


Mr. Harpine. My name is John J. Harding, and I represent about 
850 employees. I have been with the Veterans’ Administration since 
it was crystallized in 1946 and I believe, not to delay the subcommittee 
that I would like to go on record as expressing the thanks of the Bos- 
ton district office employees for the splendid manner in which the 
committee has heard our “beefs” on this particular move. 

I should like to submit the following facts in support of the protes- 
tation regarding transfer of Boston district office into Philadelphia : 

First, the insurance collections as evidenced by the attached report 
reflects the average monthly deposits of $1,854,837.97 since the activa- 
tion of the district office in Boston. 

Attention is directed to deposits for the first 7 months of calendar 
year 1951 wherein moneys received exceed the average in amounts 
ranging from $55,029.67 in April 1951, to $468,587.27 in January 
1951. 

This fact in effect clearly demonstrates that if decentralization was 
in order upon activation of this office in March 1946, certainly the 
obligation of receipting and accounting for moneys representing in- 
surance premiums is even greater at the present time. 

Second, the approximate number of active accounts being serviced 
in Boston district office is 300,000. It is reasonable to assume, that 
if the consolidation is effected, upward of 1,500,000 accounts records 
will be housed in the Philadelphia office. Since the trend of the times 
calls for decentralization due to the unsettled world conditions, it 
can be imagined what chaos would result if the Philadelphia office 
ever became a military target. It would take years to reconstruct 
sufficient records to honor claims, in the meantime widows and chil- 
dren of deceased veterans would suffer many unnecessary hardships. 

On this point I should like to insert in the record a news clipping 
taken from the Washington Post, Friday, August 24, 1951, indicat- 
ing President Truman’s advice as to dispersal of defense agencies. 

Then, in the event military necessity expands the Armed Forces, 
every member becomes a potential policy owner and could necessitate 
decentralization of insurance mapmet 4 at some future time which would 
in turn result in considerable waste. 

Individual service to the veteran cannot be maintained in the same 
manner from Philadelphia as has been dispensed in the Boston office 
because confused and complex cases require personal contact with 
pertinent records available. 

Hardships resulting from this move involve many 100-percent 
disabled veterans, widows with children, career employees who have 
devoted the most fruitful and productive years of their lives to Gov- 
ernment now find themselves given no consideration whatever but, 
in effect, are given an ultimatum to go to Philadelphia or resign. 

Two cases are given as a token example: 

1, Lewis Salins, fiscal clerk, GS-3, Army Serial No. 31366133, 100- 
percent multiple sclerosis, wife and two children; impossible to 
transfer. 
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2. Richard Kehoe, fiscal clerk, GS-3, Army Serial No. 20101126, 
100-percent head wounds, silver plate necessary, two children, mort- 
gaged home, impossible to transfer. 

Any attempt on the part of the Veterans’ Administration to use 
efficient operation of the United States Government life insurance 
program in one central point as a basis on which to support conten- 
tion that the national service life insurance program wala be just as 
effective if localized in one given district is ridiculous when comparison 
is made between the total number of insurance policies issued in World 
War I, approximately 1,500,000, as opposed to World War II, ap- 
proximately 21,000,000. 

The question as to the reason for consolidation of regional and dis- 
trict functions were incorporated as Veterans’ Administration centers 
in the Denver and St. Paul areas is worthy of consideration and a 
study of the effectiveness of operation and economy could conceivably 
be considered in lieu of consolidation. 

Pending legislation in Congress relative to permitting veterans of 
both wars to obtain new insurance upon submission of satisfactory 
medical evidence is a factor which should be rightfully considered on 
a final determination before transfer of these offices. 

Experience in the Boston district office discloses that the Adminis- 
tration’s estimate that 95 percent of all business is conducted by mail 
is definitely not in order. Over the past 5 years, active policies under 
premium-paying conditions exclusive of waivers and policies in force 
paid by deductions from disability benefit payments, fall into three 
‘ategories; namely those paid by the utilization of self-addressed 
envelope containing contractual information, approximately 80 per- 
cent, those paid by remittances contained in personal envelopes gen- 
erally accompanied by forms requiring subsequent underwriting or 
correspondence action, approximately 10 percent. 

Finally, those paid by direct contact with Veterans’ Administration 
regional offices and centers, approximately 10 percent. 

The third category of direct across-the-counter payments further 
can be broken down into two distinct types, those who make a prac- 
tice to pay premiums in this manner, and those who go to these offices 
to get clarification of problems by direct contact with VA represent- 
atives. This is further substantiated elsewhere as evidenced by the 
number of personal contacts in the New England area. 

It is very obvious that information disseminated to employees con- 
cerning housing facilities is questionable as indicated by the attached 
letter which I should like to submit for inclusion in the record along 
with the news clipping I mentioned. This letter was received by 
one of the employees of the district office. 

The death claims service of the Boston district office of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration has over 84,000 cases of deceased veterans. It 
is estimated that there are approximately 20,000,000 veterans living 
today. The peak load of processing death cases by the Veterans’ 
Administration will not be reached for at least 15 years. Instead of 

‘decreasing, the case load will increase steadily for many years. 

With every 1,300,000 veterans in the New England States, the serv- 
ices to them and to their dependents upon the death of the veteran, 
would be drastically affected if the proposed merger of the Boston 
district with the Philadelphia office becomes effective. 
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The efficient, economical, and highly satisfactory services rendered 
by the death claims service of the Boston district office, in carrying 
out the laws of the Congress for the veterans, and his dependents wi 
be destroyed if the Boston office is consolidated with the Philadelphia 
district office. It is, therefore, in the best interest of Government 
that the Boston district office be retained in its present form by the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

With reference to the statement of the Deputy Administrator that 
372 positions would be abolished in the consolidation, with savings 
of $1,300,000, the Boston office alone had proposed a table of organi- 
zation to be effective October 1, 1951, in which 105 positions would 
be abolished as compared to the July 1, 1951, table of organization. 

The average salary on the rolls of the Boston district office is 
$3,278 per year. The elimination of the 105 positions would produce 
a savings of $344,190. Similar reductions in personnel in the other 
three district offices would result in saving in excess of the $1,300,000 
alleged, without incurring any expense of moving either personnel 
or equipment and without any disruption of service. It should also 
be noted that the savings of $344,190 that could be effected in Boston 
alone is greater than that indicated in the Administration press 
release, which was stated to be $326,000. 

The proposed table of organization was referred to the central office 
but no action was ever taken thereon. In view of the contradictory 
testimony of the Administration spokesman including Mr. Crosson, 
manager of the Philadelphia district office, the alleged savings of 
$1,300,000 appears highly conjectural and illogical, and should not be 
accepted as factual, but rather as an arbitrary baseless statement. 

With reference to the alleged savings in the rental of the Boston 
district office, the Insurance Division does not occupy the entire build- 
ing and, therefore, only a portion of the alleged rental of $150,000 
would be saved, namely, three-eighths of that amount, based on the 
amount of space occupied. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to submit for inclusion in the record 
a statement of the total amount of insurance collections by months, 
for the years 1946 through 1951; and to add that I am joined in this 
statement by Mr. Edward F. Spellman, Arthur McCarthy, Richard 
Abrams, and Clifford Costello, all of whom are associated with me in 
representing the employees. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(Statement, news clipping, and letter follow :) 


Total amount of insurance collections 














April 1946 _.....-_.. $1, 345, 030. 12] March 1947__._._._.__..__. 1, 963, 952. 79 
ee res SS a i a Ae 
June 1946__ Ree eS OU Ce. a ee 2, 155, 759. 21 
BUT FO ici cick cn, ap ete 1a eh one. 1947................... 2060, 888 
August 1946 ___- -— 1, 786,577.59} July 1947__.-.......... 1,949, 678.08 
September 1946 --- 1,605, 471. 85| August 1947__...._._.... 1, 668, 392. 47 
October 1946_____ _.. 2,019, 198.21) September 1947 --. 1,689, 350. 42 
November 1946____.._... 1, 463, 995.54] October 1947_ ~________ 1, 704, 309. 37 
December 1946_______ 2, O18, 932. 25 | November 1947____- . 1,378, 510. 40 
nnn | December 1947_.......... 1, 847,422. 4 

TOGA: Ai imncccian 2D, FOO; eeOs FO —_—__—_— — 
ee 24, 441, 781. 94 

January 1947__._..._--__ 3, 084, 642. 90) —_—_———— 


February 1947 ___ 2. 490, 447.95 | 
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Total amount of insurance codlections—Continued 













January 1948___-._____ 2, 054, 866.13 | January 1950__.______ 2, 159, 380. 38 
February 1948____...-__ 1, 583, 768. 20 | February 1950________ 1, 845, 485. 48 
March 1948_____.._____ 1, 826, 237. 75 | March 1950_________ 2, 126, 608. 30 
April 1948...-......._. 1, 555, 681. 15 | April 1950___--_-_____ 1, 823, 008. 64 
May 1948____-_ Bcc lle eae 1, 431, 039. 81 | May 1950____._-______ 1, 842, 588. 50 
June 1948______-______ 1, 740, 232. 00 | June 1950________-_- 1, 923, 022, 22 
P&E eee 1, 688, O88. 31 | July 1950___.-_____ 1, 890, 174. 88 
August 1948___________ 1, 844, 518. 84| August 1950___.______ 1, 952, 349, 31 
September 1948________ 1, 794, 630. 82 | September 1950_______ 1, 717, 769. So 
October 1948__________ 1, 687, 081. 72 | October 1950___-___ 1, 837, 7&2. 48 
November 1948________ 1, 591, 572. 01 | November 1950________ 1, 797, 520. 37 

TEES EES & 1, 777, 328. 16 | December 1950________ 1, 708, O08. 96 






























SS 20, 575, 044. 90 22, 630, 847. 80 
January 1949_________ 2, 045, 367. 02 | January 1951_________ 2, 328, 425. 24 
February 1949________ 1, 701, 932.10} February 1951________ 1, 721, 717. 27 
March 1949___--______ 1, 985, 615. 68 | March 1951____-_-____ 2, 005, 982. 18 
April 1949___......_.- 1, 630, 024. 42 | April 1951_____-_---_-- 1, 909, 867. 04 
>. a 1, 716, 102.14 | May 1951_________---_ 1, 943, 347. 60 
. 3 alae 1, 735, 462. 70} June 1951____________ 1, 992,179. 24 
July 1949__.........-. 1, 794, 890. 04 | July 1951__--___---_--_ 1, 938, 526. 40 
August 1949__________ 1, 882, 991. 18 ———-_-—- 
September 1949_______ 1, 755, 499. 97 13, 835, 044. 97 
October 1949___-.-___ 1, 681, 485. 72 ———— = 
November 1949__- ___- 1, 762, 569. 87 Grand total 
December 1949________ 1, 801, 620. 15 through July 

; SSeS Ss 118, 709, 630. 30 







21, 443, 560. 99 
Monthly aver- 
age_..._._.._.__ 1,854, 837. 97 



















{From the Washington Post, Friday, August 24, 1951) 







TRUMAN AGAIN Backs PLANT DISPERSAL PLAN 





(By Alfred Vinendly, Post reporter) 





President Truman declared yesterday that critics of the recently announced 
Federal program to encourage dispersal of future industrial production have 
“misrepresented” it and “mistaken it for something else.” 

The plan has encountered sharp congressional opposition. 

In a statement issued at his press conference, Mr. Truman said the program 
“does not tell any industry or individual where to locate.” 

Neither, he said, does it “propose moving of existing plants, wherever they may 
be. It merely encourages the spacing of new defense and defense-supporting 
industries a few miles apart.” 

The program, announced 2 weeks ago by the National Security Resources 
Board and supported by a presidential directive, urges joint community and 
industry efforts to locate new industrial construction on the outskirts of metro- 
politan areas. The hope is that industrial concentration, inviting and dispro- 
purtionately vulnerable to bombing attack, will not be increased and over the 
years, will be diminished. 

The Government, on its part, would encourage this trend by considering the 
jaatter of dispersed locations for proposed plant construction in looking Over 
applications for speeded tax amortization, military contracts, and allocation of 
searce building materials. 

In his statement, Mr. Truman emphasized that the program did not attempt 
to shoo new industry away from industrial centers, but only to get new 
plants separated by a few miles from others already in existence. 

On the other hand, he said, the program did nothing to interfere with attempts 
of non-industrial areas to attract business. Most importantly, it has nothing 
to do with the Rains amendment, defeated by Congress, “which intends wide- 
spread dispersal of plants,” Mr. Truman said. 
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“This is a common-sense program which serves the national security in the 
atomic age and is consistent with the American system of free competitive en- 
terprise,” the Chief Executive stated. 

Had the NSRB report been carefully read when it was issued, he added, there 
would have been no argument about it. 


GERMANTOWN, PaA., August 20, 1951. 
Mrs. Evizasetu C. Lounspury, 
Cambridge 38, Mass. 

Dear Mrs. Lounssury: Your letter of August 16, with regard to an apartment, 
is acknowledged with thanks. 

The situation in Philadelphia, with apartments under $100 per month, is 
extremely tight. There has been little or no increase in this type of housing 
since the drastic shortage of the late war. 

I will keep your letter on file, but I think it is most unlikely that an apart- 
ment at $45 will appear within the next 30 days. Should something of this kind 
materialize, however, I will be glad to advise you promptly. 

Very truly yours, 
Orts W. BaLIs. 


STATEMENT OF MARTIN FISCH, ASSISTANT CHIEF, UNDERWRIT- 
ING SERVICE, DISTRICT OFFICE, NEW YORK 


Mr. Fiscu. I was asked to appear by the committee and that was the 
reason for my coming. 

Mr. Lannam. Do you have a prepared statement ¢ 

Mr. Fiscn. No, sir. 

Mr. Lannam. We will be glad to have any comments you care to 
make. 

Mr. Fiscn. Limiting myself to specific problems that would be in- 
volved in the moving of the office and discussing the space problem 
would seem to be the key factors. , 

The new York office is in rented space, 346 Broadway. The regional 
office is at 252 Seventh Avenue. A Government-owned building is 
available and has a good deal of empty space which was shown some- 
time ago ago when the Veterans’ Administration decided to move the 
Brooklyn regional office into that building. That move did not take 
place. The space has not been filled up. Now the move to Phila- 
delphia is announced of a portion of the activity at 346 Broadway 
today and tomorrow has been moved to Seventh Avenue. 

Space is not given up as an economy step. That could have been 
done at any time during the past year because the activity had no rela- 
tion to the district office. We occupy less space in the New York 
district office, 152,000 square feet, than the Philadelphia office does 
now. They occupy 186,000 square feet. That is despite the fact that 
the New York district office has a considerable hoes of employees 
in excess of those in Philadelphia. 

I was sent by the Veterans’ Administration to Philadelphia last 
Friday to measure and plan the space allocation for the insurance serv- 
ice. The space given to us is too small for us to lay out our opera- 
tions to operate in the manner in which we presently perform our 
duties. 

Mr. Lanuam. Couldn’t you perform your duties with fewer employ- 
ces and less space ? 
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Mr. Fiscu. Yes, sir, and we were contemplating and expecting to 
do so, October 1. We were prepared to reduce our ceiling from the 
resent authorized strength, 1,157, to 1,016 and possibly below that 
igure. , 

Despite what Mr. Hughes of the Bureau of the Budget said yester- 
day, we have constantly gone down from 1,316 in 1949 to 1,157, and 
now to 1,016. We are prepared to go down below that figure and 
would have relinquished more space. In January of this year we 
were prepared to relinquish 7,500 square feet and since that time 
more. 

Mr. Lanuam. Even with that, the space allotted to you in Phila- 
delphia was not sufficient ? 

Mr. Fiscn. That is right. The space in Philadelphia is one large 
area, not broken up in any way for work flow. There is no difference 
in the type of activities. It is not normal office space with normal 
wall space but a large factory arrangement. 

The figures given to you, about 40 percent of the employees travel- 
ing from New York, were based on questionaires submitted which 
required signatures of the employees. The other day the Underwrit- 
ing Division of which I happen to be Assistant Chief took an un- 
signed questionaire of the employees in that Division. Instead of 
the previous fifty-odd persons who said they would go, the figures 
were reduced to 12 percent. That in effect would reduce the cost of 
transporting employees to Philadelphia, it would also increase the 
cost of training replacements and I do not know whether the com- 
mittee is aware of the fact that at the present time the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration is paying two people to perform the same job. In Phil- 
delphia they have hired or promoted grade 4’s and 3’s, the review 
clerks, directors, and examiners, who are to replace those of the New 
York, Boston, and Richmond employees who do not come. They are 
in trainee state and on full salaries while we have the employees on 
our rolls doing the actual duty. 

I do not believe these figures have been taken into consideration 
of the total employee strength to move to Philadelphia on the platoon 
method of having four separate phases functioning, one adjacent 
to the other for the time being; excess phones to be installed, arrange- 
ments made for proper wiring, Ediphone equipment with electrical 
outlets and drop lines, all of which must be moved after the Veterans’ 
Administration makes these plans on how to proceed to the next step. 

We feel, from a purely operational standpoint, that this will cause 
prohibitive expense to the Veterans’ Administration and will inter- 
fere with the activities. The work flow, despite Mr. Crosson’s state- 
ment that we could dispense with 75 percent of the personnel, is as 
high as a year ago. The number of applicants for new insurance 
has not reduced other factors in our operations. People are still 
converting our policies as before and renewing them when their policy 
term runs out and changing their plans and beneficiaries as before. 
People are still paying their insurance premiums as before. We now 
are a current organization. We receive comparatively little corres- 
pondence a month. The more accurate and correct you work, the 
fewer letters you receive. 

We receive nine to ten thousand a month now as compared with 
5,500 to 6,000 in 1947 after the decentralization period when nothing 
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could be found, letters could not be answered and letters had to be 
pushed aside and follow- -up letters came in. 

We have few unapplied remittances. We can find the account. and 
know where to put the letters. In 1947 we had many unapplied re- 
mittances on hand. Today we have about 1,000, a great reduction. 

It is the considered opinion of my office staff and myself that the 
move of the Veterans’ Administration to Philadelphia will result in a 
disservice to the veterans in difficulties in finding his records and grant- 
ing the personal service required; and secondly in increased cost. to 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF BERNARD LEVMORE, ASSISTANT TO DIRECTOR OF 
INSURANCE, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, NEW YORK CITY 


Mr. Levmore. The present move has been proposed in the interest 
of economy and efficiency. I would like to address my remarks to the 
committee mainly in the direction of expressing our view of the facts 
behind that. 

These two objectives cannot be accomplished by means of the move 
as now proposed. In the first place, I would observe that the state- 
ment was made in testimony before this committee that it is believed 
we are to operate more economically in one place. If the theory is as 
it seems to be, that smaller units are less efficient than one large unit, 
then how much more is it so with the consolidated program when 
started in a smaller office. 

Industry starts experience with small pilot plants, as we industrial 
engineers know. ‘They do not start in one large housing. In this 
case the reverse seems to be the case. 

The lists of grades to be eliminated shows this committee that of the 
four managers, directors, assistant directors, assistants to the diree- 
tor, and division chiefs, on each position they expect to eliminate three; 
and the savings were calculated on that basis. These positions which 
are to be eliminated lead us to the conclusion that two things are 
likely to take place. One of them a certainty. The probable crea- 
tion, as has been developed before this committee, is some higher- 
grade positions, higher than anything now in these district offices 
because they will be supervising larger groups of people with in- 
creased responsibility, and the virtual certainty of creation of some 
other type of supervising position. 

Supervision in the large district office is brought about as thinly 
as possible. As the operation gets larger and further removed from 
the director, his assistants and division chiefs, more intermediate and 
lesser supervisors will be required if the same level of efficiency is to be 
maintained. 

If the number of supervisors is not increased and the level of 
supervision decreases, then, of course, the premise on which the whole 
move is being made—that service will not be impaired—is wrong 
and supervision cannot be good at the division level; service suffers 
and, to save money, that might be proposed. 

Training and the cost of it has been touched on by Mr. Fisch, 
who preceded me. I would like to observe for the benefit of the 
committee that the time required until newly trained people are really 
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good in some of these positions is really considerable. In the position 
of, let us say, a premium review clerk, grade 4. I do not think any 
responsible supervisor will testify that you can get a real good one in 
less than 6 months. When he has been on a year he can handle these 
accounts, 

Of the 400 GS-4 people we now have in our office, if one-eighth of 
them go, or 12 percent, as indicated by our more recent poll, the cost 
of training that group would probably exceed the training figures in- 
dicated in testimony here by the Budget Bureau where they use a 40- 
percent figure which we think is a long way out of line. 

The loss of efficiency is not confined to this taking care of accounts 
by the premium review clerk. There are confused records, mispost- 
ings, malpostings, and nonpostings which costs the Government and 
the national service life insurance fund considerable. It is a fund es- 
tablished by the policy reserves, enormous funds, and when as execu- 
tives we are required to chase accounts because of misleading letters 
or absence of bills or poor postings, we are cognizant of the need to 
guard the funds of the Government and the insurance and also to 

yreserve the interests of the policyholders who could have been mis- 
Ted by failure to get proper notices. 

Those of us who served with these men through the decentraliza- 
tion program of 1946 know this cost us enormously, and we would 
not ike to see it return. 

In very large operations it takes longer for special cases and com- 
plaints to be reached on a level at which there is the authority to make 
decisions; and there, too, the number of such cases would increase in 
a move, and the time it would take for them to be settled would be 
greatly increased. 

With respect to consolidating large operations in general, theoreti- 
‘al savings do occur, and the word was specifically used in the mem- 
orandum to Mr. Breining who had many years of experience in this 
field. But there is in practice a point of diminishing returns from 
such increases in size. 

I know the Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. and other life-insur- 
ance companies which did not have the pains of growing quickly which 
we would have if an office were selected at Philadelphia which grew 
slowly over the years as business was put on the books. Nonetheless, 
they have found that to improve efficiency you decrease the size of the 
central office; and the Metropolitan and Prudential have established 
regional offices because the administrative offices are affected when 
you consolidate and the benefits disappear when they become cumber- 
some. That is why the big commercial companies moved out. 

Other factors are involved. For instance, it is probably planned 
that mechanization of some activities could be accomplished. We in 
New York have proposed it. We have had authority and conducted 
some small-scale experiments with equipment available. We pro- 
posed such experiments should be continued but with the most mod- 
ern equipment. But such experiments can be carried out without cen- 
tralization or going into one huge office which would have accounts for 
the whole eastern seaboard where you could become so deeply involved 
it would be an expense if they ever wanted to get it onto a punch-card 
system and then wanted to get off. 

The Metropolitan Life has studied such a system for years but after 
extensive studies have backed away from putting their premium ac- 
counting on such a basis. 
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Mr. Casey. Have you seen an article to the effect that the Prudential 
Insurance Co. is decentralizing its operation ¢ 

Mr. Levmore. That was a decision with some of the potentialities 
involved and they said it was based partly on thorough studies and 
because other big units had made the same decision, the Metropolitan 
having already put its big west coast office into operation. 

Mr. Casey. I see. 

Mr. Levmore. There is a second factor. Mr. Fisch pointed out that 
the administrative savings could be effected right in New York and 
certain facilities can be shared there, and this could be accomplished 
without the cost of a move to Philadelphia inasmuch as the purpose 
of consolidation is to create large units to make certain savings. I 
have previously observed that if that was really the purpose, the start 
woul probably have been made with the smaller units or, perhaps, 
a scramble for space someone said was the real purpose of consolida- 
tion. 

There are other cases in which savings could be accomplished which 
would be right in New York because of availability of space for the 
regional office there. 

ith respect to Mr. Hughes’ testimony before this committee that 
there has been virtually no reduction in personnel, Mr. Fisch says in 
‘a period within his cognizance there were 1,400 in the earlier period. 
We had 1,502 or some figure just over 1,500, and we had a table of 
—- authorizing 2,000. As of October we were scheduled 
to have barely over 1,000. That is something that any expert on New, 
York veterans’ affairs would know, and I wonder if the witness was 
quite as qualified to speak as represented if he did not know of our 
50-percent cut in the table of organization and one-third decrease in 
personnel strength. 

The fact is that in the early days, after decentralization, the pre- 
mium review clerk handled about 2,000 accounts and they handled 
them not too well but we are not too apologetic because everything 
was thrown out more rapidly that Mr. Breining wanted them to be. 
Now they handle over 2,900 each on the basis of district office; and 
they do so quite efficiently, knowing the history of this work. 

Reference has been made to the fact that United States Government 
life insurance issued until October 8, 1940, was handled in a centralized 
office and there were no complaints. This committee has had testi- 
mony that there are complaints, and the total number of these ac- 
counts is probably about one-half the number of accounts in the New 
York district office alone for national service insurance. There are, 
roughly, a quarter of a million United States Government life ac- 
counts in existence. The death rate is very high. For national service 
life insurance we have about half a million in the New York office 
alone, and consolidation of this office would bring about such an op- 
eration so many more times the size of the United States operation in 
Washington that the two would not be parallel. 

Furthermore, technicians with many years of experience in the 
central office and with whom we sometimes have to debate local prob- 
lems are sometimes thrown against the wall when we say this, and 
this is done with United States life insurance. They say we hope to 
run national service life more efficiently than the central office now 


operates. 
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The most important thing which transcends this strictly technical 
factor of space and salaries and rentals which the Government pays, 
even if we move out—because someone moves in—is the quality of 
the work, the efficiency of the work. If supervision is not increased, 
but all supervisors are dropped from the offices moving, then cer- 
tainly efficiency would decrease. The removal of those operations 
from the general areas in which the policyholders live would, as the 
national commercial firms have discovered, and as we know from our 
own operations, severely decrease the availability of these accounts to 
policyholders or their service representatives because there would be 
so many echelons through which anyone must go. 

In New York, we feel that 10 percent of the national service life 
accounts which we have represents a maximum-size operation for an 
efficient operation which, with constantly declining costs as efficiency 
improves, provides prompt service on the regular accounts and also 
on those accounts which got off the track because of some error on 
the part of a policyholder or on the part of the clerical staff. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS H. AUSTIN, CHIEF, UNDERWRITING DIVI- 
SION, INSURANCE SERVICE, RICHMOND DISTRICT OFFICE, VET- 
ERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Avusrtn. I have held my present position in the underwriting 
division since it was formed on January 1, 1949. Prior to that time, 
1 was conservation officer. Concurrent with the position of conserva- 
tion officer, I acted as technical adviser on underwriting matters to the 
director of insurance of the then-existing branch office. My business 
connection prior to employment with the Veterans’ Administration in 
May 1946 was with the Sun Life Assurance Co. of Canada. I am a 
fellow of the Life Office Management Association Institute of New 
York. 

My appearance here is at the request of the Honorable J. Vaughan 
Gary, Representative, Third District of Virginia. It is my feeling 
that the proposed consolidation of the Richmond district office with 
Boston and New York in Philadelphia should be made if it can be 
proven that there is a true savings and economy over and above that 
which would have been realized by the proposed reduced tables of 
organization in the various district offices and which could have been 
realized by reorganization of the district offices in their present 
locations. 

A further factor should be that the move result in no less efficient 
service to the veterans who are policyholders. A modest savings which 
results in less efficient service to the veterans, I do not believe is the 
manner in which this move is to be considered. It is my contention 
that the record for efficiency, both by scientific work-measurement 
standards and by reputation among veterans’ service organizations 
and those interested in the welfare of veterans, is such that careful 
consideration should be given before disturbing such an operation. 

As to possible savings, the underwriting division of the Richmond 
district office operated during the 1951 fiscal year with an average 
turn-over of about 105. This work varied from time to time; however, 
the authorized turn-over, as set up by the central office of the Vet- 
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eran’s Administration, was 135. As of June 30, 1951, the vacancies 
in table of organization in the underwriting division totaled 31. 

The positions by civil-service classification were: 1 GS-12, 1 GS-8, 
3 GS-7, 3 GS-5, 11 GS44,.4 GS-3, and 8 GS-2. The base salary 
for these 31 positions totaled $90,550. This represents money actually 
saved by efficient operation. The underwriting division was able to 
operate with this number below the authorized table of organization 
by attaining on work-measurement standards set by the central office 
of the Veterans’ Administration efficiency, which for the first 7 
months of 1951 was as follows: January, 144 percent; February, 132 
percent; March, 134 percent; April, 134.9 percent; May, 149.9 per- 
cent; June, 133.3 percent; and July, 144.9 percent. 

With due respect to the personnel and management of other dis- 
trict offices, the following figures as to the number of people on duty 
versus the number of people authorized are submitted for the under- 
writing division : 

Authorized : On duty: 
Richmond 3 Richmond 
Atlantas__- sine pans or ae eee ce cp cepaaenern 129 
St. Paul 122 
I a eget cicscacnb soarlaliinsinpshasogtemoiied 121 
Seattle. 38 Seattle 


These figures are as of June 30, 1951. 

This efficiency was obtained only because, where in any instance 
possible for the work to be done accurately and promptly without 
additional personnel, such was the policy of this office. The most 
outstanding example of reducing table of organization is the insur- 
ance medical section where our effectiveness for the section has run 
as high as 300 percent. Here we used only 5 of an authorized per- 
sonnel of 13. To the best of our knolwledge, the insurance medical 
section in other offices did not attain 100. 

The number of accounts and volume of work received in Richmond 
makes it about the middle-sized office or the seventh in size among the 
various district offices. It would be reasonable to expect that the 
backlog of work would find Richmond balances seventh. 

Detailed information as to the balances in all categories is not avail- 
able; however, in the two main work items which are conversions and 
renewals the Underwriting Division in Richmond, as of July 31, 1951, 
had the third lowest backlog of conversions, the number being 321; 
the second balance was in Atlanta with 274, or 47 less. Richmond, 
however, received 138 more conversions during the same period of 
time. The branch which had the lowest balance was Denver, which 
is less than half the size than either Richmond or Atlanta. In re- 
newals Richmond stood third, with a balance of 3,000. Seattle, which 
is considerably smaller than Richmond, stood second, with a balance 
of 2,963. During the same period of time, however, Richmond, re- 
ceived 2,763, or approximately 1,600 more renewals. 

Such efficiency, it is believed, is due to close supervision, the quality 
of personnel, and a pride in achievement which has been carefully 
built up over the past 2 years. The supervision and intimate knowl- 
edge of all phases of the operation and the immediate contact with 
any spot tending to become a backlog would not be possible, were the 
operation four times its present size. 

Additional reductions in personnel had already been planned. The 
number of people on duty for the quarter beginning October 1, 1951, 
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was set at 92, with this number to be reduced to approximately 80 as 
of January 1952. These are savings which would have been realized 
without regard to any consolidation. It is not the prerogative of the 
Chief of the Underwriting Division to suggest the over-all T/O. It 
is, however, felt that further reductions were contemplated and could 
be obtained for the rest of the Insurance Service. 

The efficiency of the present size is borne out by the policy of major 
insurance companies who have decentralized their major functions 
and is also borne out by insurance management firms such as the 
O'Toole Associates, who were quoted in an article appearing in the 
National Underwriter, August 1951. With the present size of the 
operation, it has been possible for us to give as near as can be done in- 
dividual attention to cases which are handled. It is most likely that 
in a large-scale production oper ation such as the new set-up, it seems 
to me that there will only be time to do the things which are called 
for strictly by manual procedures, without regard to individual cir- 
cumstance. As an illustration, this office has, for a number of years 
now, taken a very strong stand that any designation or change of 
beneficiary or selection of settlement of option should be clear and 
unambiguous beyond a shadow of a doubt. For this reason, we have 
written a large number of letters over and above the call of the manual! 
to the veteran requesting that the manner in which he wishes the pro- 
ceeds to be paid be clarified rather than leave it to an adjudicator in 
Claims Service after the man is dead. 

We have also been very careful to screen all applications for re- 
newal when they are first received to determine if there are any fur- 
ther requirements, so as to write the veteran while there is still time 
rather than to review the case routinely and find that there are further 
requirements and that there is not the time to obtain them from the 
veteran. It has also been possible for a check of the diary to be made 
of all cases which are not workable immediately and for which there 
are further requirements. Quite often it was necessary to take rather 
strong action to obtain the necessary requirements to complete these 
cases before they became many months old. 

I think that concludes my remarks, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF MARY A. REYNOLDS, NATIONAL VICE PRESIDENT 
OF WIDOWS OF WORLD WAR I, INC., DORCHESTER, MASS. 


Mrs. Reynoips. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
members of Widows World War I, Inc., Department of Massachusetts, 
ask me to speak to the committee in regard to the consolidation of 
district office No. 1 with the New York and Richmond offices. This 
is for the purpose of pointing out the hardships and inconveniences 
cast upon the members of our organization if this consolidation takes 
place. 

Veteranse’ Administration district office No. 1 was opened at Boston 
on March 26, 1946. A number of widows were among the great 
number hired either by transfer or from the civil service register. 
These widows accepted the positions offered at the time and which, in 
most cases, were CAF-2’s and 3’s. They were very conscientious in 
performing their duties. In some cases, some of us were fortunate 
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enough to be recognized and were rewarded by promotion. Some 
are still only a GS-2. This is the rating at which they were hired. 

Our members are approximately 15 in number from Massachusetts 
and many more in the other two district offices are women of 48 years 
and older. Most of them have at least 9 years of civil-service wee 
ment. They still have the ability and skill to continue the work for 
which they were trained and are most reliable and dependable, receiv- 
ing an efliciency of no less than very good and in most cases excellent. 

Towever, when the orders were given that they were offered their 
same position if they would go with the district office to Philadelphia, 
they were also informed that if they did not transfer they would 
receive a separation notice of 30 days without any reassignment rights 
within the Boston commuting area. These widows were shocked at 
the suddenness of the orders when the date was set for February 1952 
so that when the date was pushed up to November 10 they became 
so alarmed and sick over the whole thing that they were helpless 
in the matter. One shock followed another and on Wednesday, Au- 
gust 15, at 4:30 p. m., they were called to the supervisor’s desk and 
told that instead of November, the separation notices would be issued 
on August 24—9 days later—and the 30 days would terminate on 
September 24. On this copy that was given to the supervisor there 
appeared no date, no signature of the person who issued the orders 
and no reference to civil service. 

Almost immediately some of our widows who were too much affected 
applied to neighboring agencies and with the exception of very few, 
received a negative answer—no openings—no appropriations for 
transferred personnel. This is very embarrassing and humiliating 
to be refused employment—and very discouraging. The tendency 
in other agencies is to employ younger women giving preference to 
widows of World War II. 

What is to happen to the widow of World War I—the widow who 
has served faithfully and constantly—doing an exceptional job which 
the veteran himself appreciates. 

Many of these women are burdened with an agent parent or in- 
ralided member of her family—maybe her child, brother or sister. 
How can she move to another section of the country with a care like 
this?) How can they be taken care of? No hospitals will take chronic 
cases. These cares are the widow’s and she is willing to assume them 
but needs her job and she needs it right here in her home city and 
State. She needs the compensation that will be given her for per- 
forming her duty. She is willing to use her salary to provide a lit- 
tle comfort for the care she has at home. She may have had the hous- 
ing difficulty in the past few years that all other people had and maybe 
she has just been able to obtain a house or apartment that is more 
suitable and within her means to take care of these cares and herself. 
It is not easy for her to pack up and move away from her home that 
she loves and move into a new community at this stage of life. 

Some of these widows have boys right in the front line of battle— 
living in fear that bad news may come at any moment. The loss of 
her job—the termination of her income—the terrified fear of the fu- 
ture at the increased cost of living is wholly uncalled for and con- 
sideration of these widows should be given and can be given by the 
rescinding of the orders to consolidate these district offices and the 
removal of same to Philadelphia. 
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Mr. Lannam. Thank you, Mrs. Reynolds. We appreciate your re- 
marks. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. BOYCE, FISCAL ACCOUNT CLERK, 
DISTRICT OFFICE, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, RICHMOND, 
VA. 


Mr. Boyce. I have been employed with the agency for over 5 
years. I am here representing the employees of the Richmond dis- 
trict office. It is not our intention to dispute Major Clark in his econ- 
omy claims or wage a personal war against the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion officials. We are seeking an explanation of the proposed move 
as economical and question whether or not it will impair the service 
to the veteran. 

We, as employees, in view of the little evidence we have been pre- 
sented with, fail at this point to see the move as practical; and fail 
to understand the hasty action causing the termination of many em- 
ployees in this area, some of whom have in excess of 10 years’ service 
and most of whom have over 5 years. 

Let us first look at the economy claims of $1,300,000 as claimed by 
VA officials. This is a proposed savings in salaries alone without 
mention of other costs which are numerous. I shall quote a few as 
we see them. 

1. Seven hundred thousand dollars to move the Richmond office 
alone—quoted in a press release by VA officials. 

2, Individual costs: 

(a) Rail fare, $8.29. 

(6) Seven thousand pounds of effects, $282. 

(c) Privilege of storing. 

(d) Overall cost impossible as number to transfer is not definite. 

3. Cost of training or recruiting: 

(a) Estimations by supervisors that it would take 6 months to 
train a premium accounts clerk and that efficiency would be 50 per- 
cent (cost $738). This is based on the salary of a GS-4 as the bulk 
of our clerical staff is in this grade. 

(b) Cost of other personnel to train recruited help. 

(¢) Errors by untrained clerks result in inquiries requiring letters 
in answer. 

(¢d) Overall cost unknown due to uncertainty of number to transfer. 

(e) Unofficial count—225 to transfer. The official count is 418, which 
increase is due to employee signing as a job security measure. The 
number, however, has been reduced to 375 now due to resignations. 
Most of these 375 are at the present time looking for work in the 
Richmond area. Very few intend to transfer. 

Mr. Casey. Do you have any opinion as to how many will trans- 
fer? 

Mr. Boyce. I will say 225 in my opinion would be close to correct. 
That arises from the fact that, I think, many people signed as will- 
ing to transfer to protect their jobs. I believe 225 will be closer. 

Mr. Casry. And that is about all the information the committee 
needs on that point. Isn’t it? 

Mr. Boyce. Yes, sir. 

IT might add that we think many more would resign when they 
reached Philadelphia after trying to maintain a home in two places. 
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Then, I mentioned the cost of training which is a major factor. 
I get the figures on that by estimates of the supervisors in the Ac- 
counts Unit. I used the Accounts Unit here because this is the basic 
factor of the insurance operation. That is the first operation. Any 
man who took over a job in VA insurance other than an accounts 
clerk would have to go through a greater period of training than 
an accounts clerk. It would be deeper and more involved. It is esti- 
mated by the supervisors that it would take 6 months to train him 
to a standard of production which would be about 50 percent—or 
$738 for one man. If 225 people were transferred to Philadelphia 
that item alone, without counting the cost of the people to train a 
man would reach almost half a million. 

On that pool of 1,000 people that Major Clark stated, I understood 
him to say they were used to process applications for insurance. If 
that was so, it would require a vast amount of training to qualify 
them as correspondence analysts, account clerks, examiners, and under- 
writers, and so forth. 

They also advertised in Philadelphia for 2,000 clerk-typists. This 
figure plus the pool of 1,000, plus the Philadelphia office totals in 
number more personnel than are to be used in the consolidated office 
not counting the number to be transferred. 

Another cost, and it would be a big cost, is the cost of paying annual 
leave to those terminated employees. We have had 5 years of service 
in some cases—I have. That would require for each individual about 
$1,000. 

Mr. Casey. The cost of that has to be paid by the Government 
sooner or later anyway ¢ 

Mr. Boyce. That is true but this would be a large ultimate sum 
payment right away and that money could be used for some other 
purpose. 

Another cost would be the reprinting and overprinting of station- 
ery. Another cost would be the cost of interfiling records. Index 
ards alone in our district office represent 1,000 linear feet. Premium 
record cards would be greater. Some men have five, six, seven, eight 
account cards. 

Then there are insurance folders. Then in increased personnel 
needed in the unapplied remittance section. It would not be as great 
as 1946 but there would be more unapplied remittances. 

Another expense would be the detail personnel—the men in the 
higher brackets who would transfer to Philadelphia without a definite 
assignment. 

Mr. Casey. All of this is already in the record before the committee. 

Mr. Boyce. I believe then there is the per diem. 

Mr. Casey. Most of those expenses were mentioned. 

Mr. Boyce. I do not know whether they were mentioned as far as 
cutting them down to each office. 

That is all the expense items I intend to list. 

Speaking as a taxpayer, in my honest opinion, I fail to see this 
proposed measure as an economy measure unless my costs could be 
disproved. I do not see where we can tighten our belts any more and 
still give service to the veterans. ; ; 

As far as improvement of service to the veterans is concerned, there 
would be delayed service due to delay in filing these records. There 
will be a vast amount of lost remittances so the man would get no 
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dividend payments and that would be disputed. Such was the case 
in 1948. Many remittances were not found, and proof of payments 
had to be shown on the part of the veteran, and when diviherle were 
computed he paid $6.50, and that was $5 he did not get when he could 
not verify the payment. There will be a tremendous backlog on 
correspondence. 

It will mean delay in validating applications; delay in claims, 
which is the basic reason for buying life insurance, and will result 
in expiration of contracts with no right for new insurance. Many con- 
tracts may expire without a man being properly notified of his ex- 
piration, and if that happened without administrative adjustment that 
man would have no right to any insurance after the contract expired. 
It would cause much disgust among veterans, many of whom would 
drop their insurance. 

Another important item is the loss of personal contact and loss of 
records. It would increase our reconstruction activity. We do not 
claim the Federal Government owes us a living in a life-time job, but 
we do ask for consideration in view of the facts concerning this pro- 
posed consolidation. 

On behalf of the employees in the Richmond district office, I would 
— to thank the subcommittee for the opportunity of appearing here 
today. 

Mr. Lannam. Thank you, Mr. Boyce. 


STATEMENT OF FELIX F. NAZZARO, DISABLED AMERICAN VET- 
ERANS, DEPARTMENT OF MASSACHUSETTS, BOSTON, MASS. 


Mr. Nazzaro. I came here as an employee of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration. I do not wish to make a statement, but I do wish to record 
our opposition to this consolidation. There are several employees 
here who made this trek with me, and they desire also to be recorded 
in opposition, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lannam. Will you give their names to the clerk? 

Mr. Nazzaro. They are present here, Mr. Chairman, and I will ask 
them to give their names now. 

(From audience :) 

Lawrence J. Duffy. 

Katherine E. Hooley. 

Katherine Leahy. 

Elmer E. Chase. 

Mary A. Reynolds. 

Mr. Lanuam. The subcommittee will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 5 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned.) 

(The following letters, telegrams, and communications were re- 
ceived by the subcommittee :) 

House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 24, 1951. 
Hon. Henperson LANHAM, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee, 
House Committee on Expenditures in Executive Departments, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeAR COLLEAGUE: I am very much concerned about the order issued by the 
Veterans’ Administration to transfer to Philadelphia, the Richmond, New York, 
and Boston offices handling insurance matters and death-benefit claims. 
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A study of the proposed move has convinced me that there will be no saving 
as a result of this move and, in fact, service to veterans will be curtailed and 
impaired. 

The Federal Government has long advocated a policy of decentralization, as 
you know. In fact, legislation providing for decentralization of many Govern- 
ment agencies is now pending in the Congress. The proposed move is contrary 
to this policy. 

Metropolitan New York, by virtue of the wide area it covers, is thickly popu- 
lated with veterans and veterans’ dependents who would be greatly incon- 
venienced by the move. I am concerned about this proposal, first, because it 
would inflict great hardship on those doing business with the district offices of 
the Veterans’ Administration, and, second, because it would entail the transfer 
of a large number of employees who have homes and family ties in New York 
and vicinity. 

If consolidation is necessary or expedient, it seems to me it would be both 
economical and practical to transfer the offices handling death claims and in- 
surance matters in New York to the main regional office now located at 252 
Seventh Avenue. 

I urge your subcommittee to recommend against closing of these district 
offices in the interest of our veterans. 

Very sincerely yours, 
CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Member of Congress. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 23, 1951. 
Hon. HENDERSON LANHAM, 
Chairman, Subcommittee, Committee on Expenditures 
in Executive Departments, House of Representatives. 

My Dear CoLteaGueE: Thank you for your invitation to sit in on hearings before 

your committee on the closing of district offices of the Veterans’ Administration 


in Richmond, New York, and Boston. 
I regret I will be unable to attend the hearings, but I do wish to place on record 


my opposition to this proposed action. 
I would appreciate it, therefore, if the committee would enter in the record 
the enclosed statement. 


Very truly yours, 
JAMES J. DELANEY, 


Member of Congress. 


STATEMENT BY Hon. JAMES J. DELANEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEw YorK 


Mr. Chairman, the proposed closing of the Boston, New York, and Richmond 
district offices of the Veterans’ Administration and their consolidation in one 
office in Philadelphia affects the livelihood and welfare of so many employees 
and veterans that I feel this move must be firmly opposed. 

I am shocked to learn that steps in this movement have already been taken, 
even after Members of Congress requested full information on the immediate 
and future effects of the move on personnel and on veterans served by the affected 
offices. In this regard, I note that a series of questions directed to the Veterans’ 
Administration by the Senators from New York and Massachusetts has yet to 
be answered by the Administration. 

A study of details of the consolidation, supplied by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, and of information supplied by employees and veterans’ organizations 
shows clearly that the closing of the three offices would involve personal and 
family hardships whose full effects defy measurement. 

So far as the information thus offered shows, the claimed economic advantages 
of the consolidation in no sense justify the many and obvious disadvantages. 

On behalf of the employees and families whose home life would be uprooted by 
this move or imperiled by the alternative—reduction-in-force discharge—and on 
behalf of the veterans whose vital interests are closely concerned, I wish to record 


my opposition to this consolidation. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOowusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 23, 1951. 
Hon. HenpersoN L. LANHAM, 
Chairman, Executive Expenditures Subcommittee on 
Veterans’ Administration District Offices, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. LANHAM: Enclosed you will please find a telegram from Mr. J. M. 
Caldwell, director, North Carolina Veterans’ Commission, which is self-explana- 
tory. 

I wish to concur in the position taken by Mr. Caldwell, and trust that it will 
not be found necessary to consolidate the Richmond office with the office in 
Philadelphia. This is most important to the veterans in North Carolina. 

With great respect, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
R. L. Douenron. 
{Telegram ] 
Raeien, N.C., August 22, 1951. 
Congressman R. L. Doventon, 
House of Representatives: 

Understand from Congressman Deane protests against Veterans’ Administra- 
tion moving their district office from Richmond to Philadelphia so numerous 
that Congressman Henderson Lanham, chairman, Subcommittee, House Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in Executive Departments, has scheduled hearings this 
subject beginning tomorrow, Thursday, August 23. On behalf of North Carolina 
Veterans Commission, created to represent and serve 486,000 veterans in North 
Carolina, their widows and dependents, respectively, most earnestly urge you to 
please contact Congressman Lanham and vigorously protest such move of district 
offices from Richmond to Philadelphia. Depending on you to throw your full 
influence and support against such move, which would cripple and delay services 
greatly to veterans and dependents in our State. Confidently expecting you to 
obtain the desired results. Thanks. 

Regards, 
J. M. CALDWELL, 
Director North Carolina Veterans’ Commission. 


West Roxgury, Mass., August 28, 1951. 


Representative LANHAM, 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

REAR REPRESENTATIVE LANHAM: I would like to submit the enclosed photostats 
of letters which I received in connection with the enforced removal of employees 
of the Veterans’ Administration district office, Boston, Mass., to Philadelphia. 
Unfortunately, the committee representing the employees of this office had 
already left Boston to attend your committee hearing before I received these 
letters. 

I should like to submit these for the consideration of your committee, as these 
certainly indicate that employees affected by the consolidation will not find liv- 
ing quarters with any degree of facility in Philadelphia. 

Respectfully yours, 
DANIEL F.. MALvey. 


PHILADELPHIA, Pa., August 20, 1951. 
Mrs. DANIEL F. MALvry, 
West Rorbury, Mass. 
Dear Mrs. Matvey: Thank you for your letter of August 16, inquiring about 
rentals. 
I am sorry that we have nothing to offer you at this time that would meet 
your requirements, and the rent specified. 
However, we will keep your name on file and should anything become available, 
we will be glad to communicate with you. 
Yours very truly, 
EARLE N. BARBER. 
Per C. R. Harpuck. 
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GERMANTOWN, PHILADELPHIA, Pa. 
August 20, 1951. 
Mrs. DANIEL F. MALVEY, 
West Roxbury, Mass. 

Dear Mrs. Matvey: Your letter addressed to Carrigan, Balis & Co. is acknowl- 
edged with thanks. At the beginning of this year I bought out the interest 
of my former partner, and am therefore conducting the business under my 
own name. 

The difficulty in obtaining rentals, both apartments and houses in Philadelphia, 
has not decreased since the war. Due to rent control many properties that were 
heretofore rented have been sold to individuals, and there is very little if any- 
thing for rent. We occasionally get an apartment, but very seldom a house. 

Since you wish to be close to a parochial school I presume you have children. 
This raises another problem, in that apartments in the $75 price class are in- 
variably in converted houses and do not permit children. It would probably 
be better to find a small house at $65 for you when, and if, possible. I shall 
keep your letter before me, and if anything comes in will be glad to advise you. 
However, I have nothing in sight at the present writing. 

Very truly yours, 
Oris W. Batts. 


[Telegram] 
WasHINGtTon, D. C., August 24, 1951. 
Hon. HeNverson L. LANHAM, 
Subcommittee Chairman, House Expenditures Committee, 
445 Old House Office Building. 

At its thirtieth national convention held August 13-17, 1951, in Milwaukee, 
Wis., the Disabled American Veterans adopted a resolution mandating the na- 
tional organization to oppose the closing of the New York, Boston, and Richmond 
District Offices of the Veterans’ Administration. We respectfully request the 
record show the DAV’s protest of the action taken by the VA Administrators 
in closing the three district offices. This action was taken without prior con- 
sultation with the major veterans organizations and without allowing them the 
opportunity to present their views on effect such closing would have on service 
to veterans. 

Francis M. SULLIVAN, 
National Legislative Director, Disabled American Veterans. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Hovuse oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 22, 1951. 
In re Consolidation Veterans Insurance Offices 
Hon. HENDERSON L, LANHAM, 
Chairman, Subcommittee of Committee on Expenditures in 
Executive Departments, House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN AND Members: I want to commend you and your com- 
mittee for looking into this matter. It shows that all of you are on the ball. 
In discharging your many duties it takes worlds of work and endurance. I am 
sure that I express the appreciation of all the Members of the House for your 
effective and outstanding services. 

Please permit me to make the following observations about the matter under 
consideration. 

For the last 3 years, the Independent Offices Subcommittee, of which I have 
the honor to serve as chairman, has urged the Veterans’ Administration on 
many occasions to consolidate these offices. I was personally told by the Director 
of the Budget that the administration greatly favored such consolidation, also. 

These consolidations are desirable for the all powerful reasons that, first, at 
least 25 percent administrative costs can be saved, and secondly, as the matter 
now stands, it is very difficult to locate an insurance file. For example, a vet- 
eran—invariably Members of Congress also—will write the district office only 
to find that the file is in the area office, and upon contacting the area office, he 
is advised that the file is in the central office in Washington. Perhaps that 
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situation can’t be prevented under the present system, but it will be prevented 
when the offices are consolidated. Therefore, much time for veterans and 
Members will be saved in disposing of cases. 

You will recall that private insurance companies have roundly criticized the 
Veterans’ Administration for their slowness in winding up these cases. The time 
lag involved will be cut down by the consolidation. 

If my memory serves me correctly, the Hoover Commission, as well as the 
press generally, has made the same criticism. 

I respectfully submit these facts to you and hope that after giving the matter 
ample consideration you will agree with this point of view. 

Again, let me commend all of you for the fine job you are doing. 

With every good wish, I am 


Sincerely yours, 
ALBERT THOMAS. 


City or Boston, 
OFFICE OF THE MAYor, 
City Hall, August 21, 1951. 
Hon. HENDERSON LANHAM, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Veterans’ Administration, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: As mayor of the city of Boston, I wish to record my opposition to the 
proposed removal of the Veterans’ Administration, Insurance and Claims Di- 
vision, from Boston to Philadelphia. 

I base my opposition on the following reasons: 

1. Such removal would be a source of expense to veterans or their families 
in the New England region who might feel it necessary to make a personal visit 
to Philadelphia. 

2. Such removal would be a hardship on veterans employed by the Veterans’ 
Administration who have invested in homes in the greater Boston area. 

3. Such removal would increase the acute housing situation in the city of 
Philadelphia. 

4. Such removal would mean the loss of over $4 million to the business and 
commercial establishments of this area. 

5. Such removal would cause increased expenditures on the part of the vet- 
erans service department of the city of Boston. 

6. Such removal would be looked upon with disapproval by residents of this 
area for the reason that this area contributes more to the national income 
than any other metropolitan area with the exception of the New York and 
Philadelphia areas. 

7. Such removal as a measure of economy would be misunderstood at this 
particular time when our Federal Government is spending so many billions of 
doliars for foreign aid. 

8. Such removal would prevent speedy, efficient action now being rendered by 
the Boston office to residents of this region. 

For these general reasons it is my opinion that this proposed removal should 
not be made effective. The pulling up of stakes by 840 employees is almost 
sufficient to make the justification for this move problematical. In the larger 
aspect, however, the people of New England, I assure you, resent the fact that 
our section of the country is being deprived of facilities which are now deemed 
most necessary. 

In the matter of Veterans’ Administration, the Federal Government is dealing 
with human beings, their hopes, their aspirations, even their tragedies. It is a 
field in which economy cannot be the uppermost consideration. I am sure our 
Government, in order to economize to the extent of a million or two million 
dollars a year, does not want to disrupt the lives of hundreds of persons or 
cause unnecessary expense to many hundreds of other veterans who have fought 
for our country. 


Respectfully, 
J. B. Hynes, Mayor, 


STATEMENT oF Hon. JoHN J. Rooney, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE State oF NEw YORK 


Mr. Chairman, members of the distinguished Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments; I sincerely appreciate the courtesy and kindness 
of your chairman, the learned gentleman from Georgia, Mr. Lanham, and par- 
ticularly his invitation to sit in on this hearing. 
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I shall not bore you with a lengthy statement. What I have to say about the 
proposed Veterans’ Administration district offices transfer may be said in a 
few words. I am unalterably opposed to moving the New York district office 
to Philadelphia. This is another one of those ideas for which the Veterans’ 
Administration has now become notorious. There is not a whit of economy 
in the move, and it would seriously inconvenience the largest bloc of war vet- 
erans in the United States. It would deprive most of the veterans from the 
New York metropolitan area of the opportunity to discuss their problems per- 
sonally with those in charge of their matters. 

Our war veterans and dependents of veterans deserve the service which the 
Congress intended when their benefits were enacted. That service cannot be 
given through the corner mail box as stated by the Administrator of the Vet- 
erans’ Affairs. Thousands of insurance and death claims must, in most cases, be 
handled personally and presented by experienced, accredited service officers 
whose service is given gratis by the accredited veteran organizations they rep- 


resent. 
The people of Brooklyn do not want the New York district office moved to 


Philadelphia. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the subcommittee. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED StTATEs, 
HovuseE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 22, 1951. 


Hon. HENDERSON LANHAM, 

Chairman, Special Subcommmitee on the Transfer of Veterans’ Admin- 
istration District Offices from Boston, New York, and Richmond to Phil- 
adelphia. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I regret very much that, because of an important con- 
ference in New York, arranged several weeks ago, I am unable to appear before 
your committee tomorrow in opposition to the transfer of the district offices of 
the Veterans’ Administration in Boston, New York, and Richmond to Phil- 
delphia. 

I have grave doubts about any real saving in this consolidation and certainly 
any small saving which might result is far overshadowed by the loss in service 
to our veterans. 

I have always been under the impression that one of the primary purposes 
of the Veterans’ Administration was to assist the veteran in presenting his 
claims to the Bureau in the proper form. This cannot be done without the 
excellent cooperation the veterans have been receiving from the local contact 
offices, and I have so advised Dr. Gray. 

I should like to include in the record the attached statement which sets forth 
in detail my reasons for opposing this proposed transfer. 

Very sincerely yours, 
JAMES G. Donovan M. C. 


CONSOLIDATION OF DISTRICT OFFICES 


1. In the official release, connected with the proposed consolidation of district 
offices at Boston, New York, and Richmond with the Philadelphia district office 
at Philadelphia, the argument was advanced that this move would result in 
economy. Certain figures were proposed indicating the extent of the savings 
to be effected, these figures are as follows: 


New York district office: 
RR A ee a eae aiceieetie 
eg a ae wa Seer SEBS eS 
Boston district office : 
pavines, in rental _............... 
Savings in salaries_._____- 
Richmond district office : 
Savings in rental —_-- 
Savings in salaries 


_ S488, 000 
478, 000 


50, OOO 


0, OOO 


1 

A 
» 
ad 


None 
290, OOD 
2. The above figures are patently false. The New York district office currently 


occupies approximately 180,000 square feet at 346 Broadway, New York, N. Y. 
The rental on this building is paid by the Public Building Services. The rental 
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for the space oceupied by the New York district office comes to approximately 
$230,000 per annum. The rental in this building is $1.25 per square foot per 
annum. The figure given as a saving in rental on the New York district office 
is more than twice the actual rental for the space occupied by the New York 
district office. Furthermore, there was not offset against this rental the cost 
of the space to be occupied in Philadelphia. Information as to rentals for the 
Boston district office are not available, however, it is known that the Boston 
district office occupies space jointly with the Boston regional office and thus 
the removal of the Boston district office will not change the rental paid in 
Boston since the building will continue to be occupied by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. The Richmond district office pays no rental whatsoever. Thus the 
move of the Richmond district office to Philadelphia should have been scored as 
a loss, for whatever rental may be paid for the space occupied by the Richmond 
district office in Philadelphia will be an additional expense. Very clearly the 
figures released as to proposed savings in rental are fictitious. 

3. The release further stated that the available space in the Atwater Kent 
Building in Philadelphia was 723,000 square feet and that of this space 500,000 
square feet was currently occupied and that the remaining 223,000 square feet 
would be acquired for the purpose of consolidation. This leaves the impression 
that the additional space and cost in Philadelphia would be confined to the 
rental for only 223,000 square feet. This cannot be so. 

4. The New York district office has a total personnel of approximately 1,400 
employees. These employees are housed adequately, if not generously, within 
180,000 square feet. The Philadelphia district office has a total personnel of 
approximately 1,200 and would require for adequate housing approximately 
165,000 square feet. The 500,000 square feet of the Atwater Kent Building 
designated as occupied is most certainly not occupied by the Philadelphia dis- 
trict office. It is undoubtedly true that a great deal of this space is vacant and 
could be utilized by other agencies. On the basis of central office approved 
specifications of 70 square feet per employee, the 3,000 employees in the district 
office moved would require a minimum of 210,000 square feet. Storage space 
for fi'es and records would require a minimum equivalent amount. Thus, the 
three district offices to be moved would undoubtedly be moved into a space of 
approximately 400,000 square feet. This would include the 223,000 square feet 
to be acquired by the VA plus a minimum 200,000 square feet of the alleged 
“occupied 500,000 square feet” which is in fact available. If the cost of rent- 
ing the space to house the additional employees and records were offset against 
the rentals currently being paid in Boston and New York, it may well be thax 
the move would show an increase in rentals rather than a decrease. 

5. Further figures are given showing the savings in salaries via the elimina- 
tion of 292 jobs. However, here again the figures are misleading. There was 
currently under way reductions in force in the New York district office. These 
reductions in force were initiated and planned for prior to the consolidation 
and were independent of it. Thus, there would be a contraction in the salaries 
paid regardless of the consolidation. Savings in salaries must be restricted 
only to such savings as are actually brought about by the consolidation, those 
few jobs abolished directly as a result of the consolidation. The inclusion of 
jobs being abolished in any event serve to pad the estimated savings. If the 
figures were “honest” and showed only such savings in salary as were actually 
brought about by the consolidation, the result would be a fraction, and a very 
small fraction at that of the published figures. 

6. No attention whatsoever was paid to costs brought about by the consoli- 
dation. The costs of moving three major offices will run into millions of dol- 
lars, So great is this cost that generations could elapse before the savings, 
if any, equalized the cost. 

7. No consideration was given to the cost of training employees and the 
interruption of service as only a fraction of the employees currently employed 
in the district offices to be moved will be in a position to transfer to Phila- 
delphia. Thus, a mass of new employees will have to be hired and trained. 
All of you who were with the Veterans’ Administration in 1945 and 1946 during 
a period when the agency grew at a terrific pace and was hiring people at a 
great speed are fully aware of the cost and difficulty involved. Turn-over of 
personne! is one of the major costs of Government sand private industries and 
organizations attempt to keep such turn-over to a minimum. In fact, the Vet- 
erans’ Administration has been severely criticized because of its high rate of 
personnel turn-over. We who were with the Veterans’ Administration during 
those hectic moments are aware of the way in which work piled up as desperate 
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efforts were made to instruct people in the work. During the period of this 
instruction, which varies from 6 months to a year, dependent upon the work 
involved are aware that the new employees are useless until they have been 
trained and the trained employees are occupied in the instruction rather than 
the actual work. These costs grow directly out of the proposed consolidation 
and run into many millions of dollars. There is no question but that services 
to the veteran and his dependents will be markedly interfered with. 

So, my opposition boils down to the following: 

1. The so-called economy is fictional and illusionary and in terms of real 
Savings on a cost-accounting basis would prove to be nebulous, in view of the 
following: 

(a) Cost of transportation for employees and household goods. 

(b) Lump-sum payments for annual leave resulting from the resignation of 
persons unable to accept the transfer. 

(c) The shipment of files and office equipment and special machines such as 
addressograph, etc. 

(d) Cost of replacing or overprinting office supplies. 

(e) Cost of training new employees. 

(f) Inability to recruit employees of the lower grades in Philadelphia which 
is a highly competitive area for low-grade employees. 

(9g) Delay of services occasioned by rerouting and increase of correspondence. 

(hk) Cost of replacing resigning personnel to take other jobs pending transfer 
operations. 

2. The loss of income to the city of New York as the result of the transfer of 
1,400 jobs. 

3. Lifelong residents of the city who wish to keep their employment will be 
compelled to give up their homes and apartments to move into a community 
(Philadelphia) which has a housing shortage much more serious than New 
York’s, thereby creating a new class of displaced persons of 1,400 families. 

4. One thousand four hundred families including impressionable children 
would be required to tear themselves from their roots in their community in 
moving toa strange city. 

5. The transfer of office will result in a lowering of morale and will create 
hardships. 

6. The employees involved do not earn enough to maintain two homes on even 
a temporary basis and the cost of traveling from New York to Philadelphia, if 
only on week ends, would put most families’ budgets in the red. 

7. The services to widows, orphans, and other beneficiaries would be curtailed. 
The bad public relations resulting therefrom would cause irreparable harm to 
the Veterans’ Administration. Loss of personal contacts by widows, orphans, 
and other dependents, including personal insurance service to veterans, would 
result in a delay in processing claims and in validating insurance. There are in 
excess of 100,000 calls made annually by claimants and veterans in person or by 
phone inquiring as to the adjudication of their death and burial claims and 
service on their national service life insurance. 

8. The distress of sale of homes and cooperative apartments purchased under 
GI bill and the forced cancellations of existing household leases by present em- 
ployees of the New York district office. 

9. The disruption of present educational programs under GI bill of veteran 
employees of the New York district office. 

10. The problems of relocation in Philadelphia area. The housing situation 
in Philadelphia will not permit the moving of 3,000 families from New York City, 
Richmond, and Boston at rentals comparable to wages earned by Federal 
employees. 


CLAIMS SERVICE, NEW YORK DISTRICT OFFICE STATISTICAL INFORMATION 


1. All of the figures given below are as of close of business June 30, 1951, which 
is the most recent report submitted : 


(a) Total number of XC folders__- Oe he DL __. 127, 591 
Average monthly increase____--_-~ Pa AS i ls ES = 1, 000 
(b) Total number of XC folders containing running awards: 
(1) Compensation and pension______~. 4h ie . 53, 000 
World War [___--_--_-- ; 
World War IT__------- ~ ¢ _.__.. 21, 000 
Regular estimate —. 1,000 
(2) Insurance oa a 


88916—51——-15 
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2. The number of active accounts is considerably greater than the number of 
cases containing active awards since the same case may contain tWo or more 
awards of compensation or pension and two or more running awards of insur- 
ance. Hence, the following figure is also given: 


(c) Total number of active payee accounts 
(1) Compensation and pension 
(2) Insurance 
(d) Average number of claims received monthly 
(1) Compensation and pension 
Insurance 
(3) Claims for accrued pension and compensation_-___ 
Burial allowance 


3. Personnel: The current authorized ceiling for the Claims 
Actually on the payroll in June 1951 were 106 as follows: 


Total personnel on rolls__ 





Director, claims service 

Chairman, Dependents Pension Board 

Members, Dependents Pension Board 

Chief, Dependents and Beneficiaries Claims Division 

gE RR IES ie Al See are il is 2 BE, be aa AS SL vie SIR AS rE a 
Attorney-reviewers 

Adjudicators 

Beumureament emiherisers...< ons i shin ne deen cecces 
Reimbursement adjudicators._...................._......-.......-....- 


— 
| an S Sree ee 


57 


Balance of personnel composed of clerical grades ranging from GS-3 to GS-5 
and typing and stenographic personnel ranging from grades GS-2 to GS-5. 


4. It is currently estimated that fully 90 or 95 percent of personnel in the 
clerical, typing, and stenographic grades will not be able to transfer to the 
Philadelphia district office. Thus, insofar as this personnel is concerned, a 
hiring and training program of the proportions of that which took place at 
the close of World War II will be necessary. Of the personnel in the professional 
grades no estimate is offered as to the number that will find it feasible to transfer 
to the Philadelphia district office. However, in these grades it must also be 
assumed that a great many will find the transfer impossible. Those persons 
familiar with the situation which took place during the rapid expansion of the 
Veterans’ Administration before the close of World War II will have no difficulty 
in understanding the chaos which will inevitably result from the contemplated 
move. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 23, 1951, 
Hon. HeNDeRSoN LANHAM, 
Chairman, Erecutive Expenditures Subcommittee on VA District Offices, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr, LANHAM: It has come to my attention that your Executive Expendi- 
tures Subcommittee is considering today testimony for and against the proposed 
move of the VA district insurance office from Richmond, Va., to Philadelphia, 
Pa., I am writing to express my opposition to this proposed move because I 
feel that it would be false economy and would result in our veterans in North 
Carolina receiving unsatisfactory service in connection with their insurance 
cases. 

It has taken the Veterans’ Administration a long time to straighten out 
their insurance operations through the district VA office in Richmond, and I 
would greatly regret seeing this efficient service out of the Richmond office 
interrupted by a move to Philadelphia at this time. 

I understand that veterans organizations in North Carolina are strongly 
opposed to this impending move of the Richmond office, and I feel that these 
organizations speak the mind of the thousands of veterans throughout our 
State. 
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I trust that you will extend my statement in opposition to this proposed move 
every possible consideration. 
Sincerely yours, 
Monroe M. REDDEN, 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
HOUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 23, 1951. 
Hon. Henperson LANHAM, 
Chairman, Executive Expenditures Subcommittee on VA District Offices, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DearR Mr. LANHAM: I want to take this opportunity to go on record with 
your Executive Expenditures Subcommittee as being strongly opposed to the 
projected move of the district office of the Veterans’ Administration from Rich- 
mond, Va., to Philadelphia, Pa. I am opposed to this projected move for two 
reasons: The first reason is that it has taken the Veterans’ Administration 5 
years to straighten out the operations and the affairs of the district insurance 
office at Richmond, Va., which office services North Carolina veterans’ cases, 
and now that this district office is beginning to function efficiently in servicing 
our veterans’ cases in North Carolina, I deplore any effort to move it somewhere 
else. 

My second reason for opposing the move of this district office is that our 
veterans’ organizations in North Carolina feel that such a move would be unwise 
and unwarranted. 

It is my belief that the efficiency of the services now being rendered our vet- 
erans in North Carolina by the district VA office in Richmond will greatly out- 
weigh any consideration of the amount of money to be saved by such a move. 

I will appreciate any consideration which your subcommittee may see fit to 
extend this statement. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLEs B. DEANE. 


To Chairman Lanham and Members of Committee: 

Representing Goy. Paul A. Dever, of Massachusetts, who wishes to be recorded 
against the removal of the Boston office to Philadelphia. Also I would like to 
have his letter go into the records. A sudden illness prevents me from appearing 
for the Governor. 

I also wish to be recorded against the removal of the Boston office to Phila- 
delphia. 

Sincerely, 
Ricwarp F. Tort, 

Commissioner of Veterans’ Services for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 


THe COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Boston, August 21, 1951. 


Representative Henperson L. LANHAM, 
Chairman, Committee on House Prpenditures, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. JuANHAM: I wish to be strongly recorded as opposed to the transfer 
to Philadelphia of the insurance and death sections of the Boston district office 
of the Veterans’ Administration. The transfer would have a serious financial 
and economic problem, especially to the dependents of deceased veterans living 
in the New Engiand States, and also an added burden to the Commonwealth. 

The Commonwealth, in my opinion, would suffer a distinct loss were the 
Boston office abolished. 

Respectfully yours, 
PauL A. DEVER. 
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[Telegram ]} 


WASHINGTON, D. C., August 22, 1951. 
Hon. HENDERSON L. LANHAM, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Veterans’ Offices, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Regret that other official business makes it impossible for me to attend meet- 
ing today. However, I wish to be recorded as opposed to the proposal to close 
the district VA offices in Boston, New York, and Richmond, and transfer their 
functions to Philadelphia. I have studied this proposal carefully and do not 
believe that it will effect any economy. In fact, it seems to be unwise financially, 
as well as inefficient and inconvenient. 

ErNest GREENWOOD, M. C. 


{Telegram } 


WASHINGTON, D. C., August 23, 1951. 
Hon. HENDERSON L. LANHAM, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Investigation of District Offices, 
House of Representatives Committee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments: 

Strongly protest move of district Veterans’ Administration office from Rich- 
mond to Philadelphia. This move will work undue hardship upon veterans 
of my State. Veterans’ Administration statement that this move is being pro- 
tested because it would place the office above Mason-Dixon line is ridiculous. 

JoHN H. Kerr, M. C. 


(Telegram ] 


Boston, Mass., August 21, 1951. 


Hon. HENDERSON LANHAM, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Regret hospitalization keeps me from appearing at hearings on Friday because 
I intended to personally protest the transfer of VA insurance division from 
Boston to Philadelphia. Feel very certain that move will bring considerable hard- 
ship and delay in adjustments to veterans’ widows and orphans in addition to 
causing the loss of jobs to so many veterans now employed in Boston who can- 
not break family settlements. 

TrmotTuy J. MuRPuHY, 
Commander, Department of Massachusetts, VF W. 


STATEMENT oF Hon. THomaAs J. LANE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


I strongly wish to register my opposition against the decision of Gen. Carl 
R. Gray, Jr., Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, to transfer the district office of 
the Veterans’ Administration at Boston, Mass., to Philadelphia. 

In view of the general confusion such consolidation will cause, the false 
economy contained in such a move, and the hardship that will result to the 
many employees and the hundreds of thousands of veterans and their depend- 
ents who use the facilities of this office in Boston, General Gray should imme- 
diately rescind this directive. 

Qur veterans, and many of them disabled, require and should receive the per- 
sonal assistance and constant contact with the Veterans’ Administration dis- 
trict office. This will not be available to them if the consolidation order of 
General Gray is not retracted. 

I always advocate strict Government economy and reduction of non-essential 
spending. However, not the false economy contained in this move, which will 
deprive our veterans and their dependents, dislocate and uproot families from 
their natural places of residence. Such actions prove to be more costly than 
allowing the district offices of the Veterans’ Administration to remain in opera- 
tion at their present locations. 

Any consolidation of the district office of the Veterans’ Administration at Bos- 
ton, Mass.. will be detrimental to the service of the Massachusetts’ veterans, 
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widows, and orphans, which service a grateful Government is obligated to ren- 
der. The imposed injustices involved in such consolidation should ndt occur. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
House Or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 23, 1951. 
Hon. Henperson LANHAM, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear COLLeaGue: It is°my understanding that your subcommittee of the 
Committee on Expenditures in Executive Departments is today holding hear- 
ings on the question of the Veterans’ Administration’s proposal to consolidate 
their regional offices in Philadelphia. 

I wish, therefore, to voice my opposition to the proposal of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration to transfer the activities of the life insurance and death claims 
division from the Richmond regional office to Philadelphia, Pa. Even now it is 
many times most difficult for veterans in the State of North Carolina to receive 
good service, and in many instances they must themselves go to the Richmond 
regional office to get their veterans’ problems solved. This being true, you can 
well see not only the inconvenience but the great expense that my people would 
incur should they have to make a trip all the way to the expensive city of 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

As it seems apparent that the veterans of my State will receive no additional 
benefits but instead poorer service and since the VA regional offices were set up 
for the better service of the veterans and not for the convenience of the officials, 
I can see no possible justification for making the proposed consolidation. 

I have received telegrams and letters from many people in my district and in 
the State of North Carolina, all of which were opposed to the consolidation. 

Just yesterday I received a telegram from Mr. J. M. Caldwell, director, North 
Carolina Veterans Commission, from which I quote: 

“On behalf of North Carolina Veterans Commission, created to represent and 
serve 486,000 veterans in North Carolina, their widows and dependents, respect- 
fully, most earnestly urge you to please contact Congressman Lanham and 
vigorously protest such move of district offices from Richmond to Philadelphia. 
Depending on you to throw your full influence and support against such move 
which would cripple and delay services greatly to veterans and dependents in 
our State.” 

I feel confident that your hearings will bear me out that the proposed change 
is not justified. 

Yours very truly, 
GRAHAM A. BARDEN. 

Dictated over telephone. 


[Telegram] 
Boston, Mass., August 21, 1951. 
House SUBCOMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION REGIONAL OFFICES: 
Gentlemen, the Massachusetts Funeral Directors Association wish to go on 
record as protesting the removal of the Veterans’ Administration district office 
from Boston. This association is made up of more than 500 member funeral 


directors. 
Rogpert T. MORSE, 
President, Massachusetts Funeral Directors Association, 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 22, 1951. 
Hon. HENDERSON HUNTER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear COLLEAGUE: I regret that I will not be able to appear in person to testify 
at the Veterans’ Administration hearings this Thursday and Friday. 
I wish to join in the sentiments that will be expressed at the hearing by Con- 
gressman John McCormack and Mrs. Rogers. 
With all good wishes, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 
FosTer Furcoro, M. C. 
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{Telegram ] 


PROVIDENCE, R. I., August 22, 1951. 
Representative HENDERSON LANHAM, 
Chairman, Lanham Subcommittee on Expenditures, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

The Rhode Island State executive committee of AMVETS, meeting August 22, 
1951, goes on record as opposing the closing of the VA district office in the city 
of Boston as an unnecessary measure of economy that will only cause great 
hardship on those using the service of this office at no improvement in service 
or saving of money to the VA: 

Whereas Veterans’ Administration officials in Washington have issued orders 
for the district office of the Veterans’ Administration located in Boston, Mass., 
to move its offices to Philadelphia, Pa. ; and 

Whereas this action on the part of the VA officials in Washington seems arbi- 
trary and amounts in fact to a sacrifice of service to the veterans in this district 
for questionable economy ; and 

Whereas this action on the part of VA officials in Washington who are not 
well acquainted with the local situation will cause utter confusion and great 
hardship to veterans, their dependents, beneficiaries, and to veterans employed 
in the district office located in Boston; and 

Whereas this action on the part of the VA officials in Washington is an act of 
gross discrimination against the veterans in the New England area serviced by 
said district office: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the executive committee of the Department of Rhode Island 
AMVETS go on record as opposed to this action on the part of the VA officials 
in Washington and urge the President of the United States to use his good office 
to stop this unwarranted action. 

Puiip A, Dreucct, 
Adjutant, Rhode Island Department of AMVETS. 


VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
NATIONAL REHABILITATION SERVICE, 
Washington 6, D. C., August 22, 1951. 
Hon. HeNpERSON L. LANHAM, 
Chairman, Subcommittee of House Committee, 
on Expenditures in Executive Departments, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C. 

My Dear Mr. LANHAM: This morning Mr. Omar B. Ketchum, the legislative 
director of the Veterans of Foreign Wars informed me your committee expects 
to hold early hearings to study the advisability of the consolidation in Phila- 
delphia, Pa., of the insurance offices of the Veterans’ Administration now loeated 
in Boston, Mass., New York City and Richmond, Va. 

As Mr. Ketchum and I must go to New York to attend the national encamp- 
ment of the VFW it will be impossible for either of us to appear as a witness 
before your committee. Inasmuch as the problem of insurance adjudication 
comes under the jurisdiction of our national rehabilitation service, Mr. Ketchum 
has asked me to present the views of the VFW. In the belief that your com- 
mittee may desire to have an expression of opinion from the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars I wish to submit the following comment. 

The American public is under the erroneous impression that every dollar 
appropriated for the Veterans’ Administration is paid to the disabled veterans of 
our country. Most persons do not break down the Veterans’ Administration 
appropriations into amounts for benefits and administrative overhead, ete., nor 
do they appear to realize that there is a certain amount of avoidable waste in 
nearly all Federal expenditures. We appreciate the fact that the legitimate 
costs of veterans benefits and of necessary overhead is quite an appreciable 
amount of money. Therefore, many years ago the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
went on record in opposition to any waste or extravagance in the administration 
of veterans affairs. The Veterans of Foreign Wars was the first veteran or- 
ganization to oppose the extravagantly wasteful branch office organization estab- 
lished during the Bradley regime in the Veterans’ Administration. Our recom- 
mendation for the abolishment of branch offices was followed by the appointment 
of a subcommittee of the House Committee on Veterans Affairs, which com- 
mittee visited numerous Veterans’ Administration installations in the field and 
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concurred in our recommendation that the branch offices be abolished, thus 
saving mililons of dollars in the administrative overhead of the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

In my testimony before the House Committee on Veterans Affairs I pointed 
out that the insurance activity of the Veterans’ Administration was then housed 
in the branch offices and because of the lack of adequate facilities for the cen- 
tralization of this work in one or two places in the country it would be neces- 
sary to continue the insurance activities in their present locations until adequate 
space could be found for consolidation of these activities elsewhere. Apparently 
the Administrator of Veterans Affairs has now found sufficient space to consoli- 
date the insurance activities now being administered in Boston, New York, and 
Richmond in one Philadelphia office. 

It is the position of the Veterans of Foreign Wars that the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration should be operated at an absolute minimum of administrative overhead 
provided adequate service is assured to our veterans. The national rehabilita- 
tion service now maintains national claims officers in all of the Veterans’ 
Administration offices in which insurance is handled, and we will continue our 
representation in the Philadelphia office if there is a consolidation of the in- 
surance activities in that city. Consequently, the veterans who come to the VF W 
for aid and assistance in the prosecution of their claims will receive the same 
careful and sympathetic consideration by our field representatives in a consoli- 
dated office in Philadelphia which they now receive in the existing Veterans’ 
Administration insurance offices, 

To summarize—the Veterans of Foreign Wars are wholeheartedly in favor of 
any administrative savings which will not affect the efficiency of service to the 
veterans of our armed services. 

Sincerely, 
GeorGeE E, Isams, Director. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 22, 1951. 
Hon. HENDERSON LANHAM, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee, 
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear COLLEAGUE: The removal of the Veterans’ Administration district office 
from New York and other cities dealing with insurance and death claims into 
one area office at Philadelphia will involve serious consequences and lacks any 
real economy to justify them. Veterans again assert the fact that alleged 
economies are always sought at the expense of grass-roots operations where the 
maximum inconvenience will be suffered directly by the veteran himself. This 
move will also result only in aggravation and discomfort for veterans’ dependents 
and survivors who do not deserve it. I urge the committee to act to bar this 
move on the basis of the human problems involved for veterans, their dependents 
and survivors and for the hundreds of faithful employees who will be displaced 
and made to undergo great hardship because of it. 

Sincerely, 
J. K. Javits, M. C, 


STATEMENT OF Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF NEW YORK 


I am most sorely distressed by the proposed move of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion to consolidate the regional offices located in Boston, New York, and Rich- 
mond, and transfer their activities to an office in Philadelphia. 

As a Representative from the city of New York, I have received innumerable 
protests and expressions of the deepest concern from all manner of people 
affected by this order, including the mayor, veterans and veterans’ organizations, 
and families of veterans. 

Immediately, such a move will uproot some 1,500 residents of New York wne 
are employed by the regional office, who will have to leave their homes and 
families in order to maintain their employment status. In addition, thousands 
of veterans, their wives, widows, and children in this heavily veteran-populated 
area will be deprived of direct access to their records and severely hampered in 
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doing business with the district office, along with the hundreds of thousands in 
the metropolitan area who are now at a reasonably short distrance from the 
office. 

While it is true that the corner mailbox will still be situated in the same place, 
eases involving difficulty will have difficulty compounded as a result of this move. 

The question of economy, which has been emphasized by the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, as a prime consideration in this proposal, has not been amply demon- 
strated, in my opinion. The question of salaries will have to be taken care of 
in Philadelphia just as they are in New York, and the question of space—actual 
physical space which would have to be used in Philadelphia to house all three 
offices, and the subsequent cost of such space, leaves a doubt as to rental savings 
that may accrue. Also what of the cost of the contemplated move itself, and 
the time taken for it, as well as the subsequent delay in handling of the cases 
while such a move is in process. 

In an area so large and so heavily populated as metropolitan New York, 
it seems incredible that a district office should not be available to the thousands 
upon thousands of veterans and their families whose need for its services is 
severe and urgent. I sincerely*trust that every consideration will be given to 
the maintenance of these regional offices in their present vicinities. 


STATEMENT oF HON. LouIs B. HELLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF NEw YorK 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have long been interested in 
the welfare of our veterans. I have supported all constructive measures to aid 
them in their rehabilitation and reintegration into civilian life, because I consider 
that men who have sacrificed so much of themselves for their country deserve 
such support. 

When it came to my attention that the Veterans’ Administration was planning 
to remove the VA district office from New York to Philadelphia, to be merged 
with similar offices from other cities, I was very much perturbed by the effects 
this removal order would have on the hundreds of thousands of veterans and 
their dependents who use the facilities of these offices. 

Many protests began reaching my office, not merely from the VA employees 
themselves, but from all the major veterans organizations, from individual vet- 
erans and the public at large, urging that the order be rescinded. After looking 
into the matter and analyzing the situation, I came to the conclusion that the 
removal would turn out to be false economy, that it would cause general con- 
fusion and hardship for the veterans who require personal assistance and con- 
stant contact with the VA district office, that these services would be denied them 
if the office is moved out of New York, and furthermore it would result in dis- 
location and other difficulties to the 1,500 employees and their families involved, 
many of whom are disabled veterans. 

VA Administrator Carl H. Gray, Jr., claims that by abolishing the district 
office in New York an estimated $1,000,000 can be saved, most of it in salaries and 
rent. I submit that the figures presented by Mr. Gray are misleading, since the 
proposed plan will not result in any appreciable saving. He hopes to save 
$478,000 annually in salaries in New York, but at the same time the Veterans’ 
Administration says it is willing to retain all employees on the payroll if they 
are willing to move to Philadelphia, or else it will replace them with others. 
How he hopes to accomplish a saving in this way I have not yet been able to 
figure out. 

His rental figure, too, is also highly exaggerated. The VA district office occu- 
pies part of a building located at 346 Broadway, where it rents 180,000 square 
feet of space, at a cost of $1.25 per square foot. This, according to my way of 
reckoning, comes to $230,000, which is less than half of the $488,000 quoted by 
Mr. Gray for rent and maintenance. By removing the office to Phialdelphia, 
additional space will have to be acquired there to accommodate the many em- 
ployees in the expanded office. Even if the additional space is acquired at a 
reduced rate, which I question, the maintenance cost will not go much lower. 
Where does the saving come in here? 

Needless to add, that I am very much upset by the fact that some 1,500 VA 
employees face dislocation, and many of them are in danger of losing their jobs 
altogether because of the difficulties involved in moving to Philadelphia, finding 
new housing accommodations, and the necessity for complete reintegration in a 
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new community after years of adjustment to limited incomes and budgets in 
their present places of residence. 

What also seems to me quite illogical and unreasonable is the fact that the 
Veterans’ Administration is willing to dispense with the services of so many 
trained, experienced, and loyal employees, and to take on others in Philadelphia 
whom it will have to train all over again. Does this make for efficiency and 
economy? Does this make for good and prompt service to our veterans? 

New York City has approximately 1,000,000 veterans, some 400,000 of whom 
reside in the Borough of Brooklyn where my congressional district is located. I 
am certain that removal of this office from New York will lead to tremendous 
dissatisfaction on the part of these veterans, their dependents and beneficiaries. 
They have used and continue to use the facilities of the VA office for the manifold 
services it offers them in helping them with their problems. By removing it to 
Philadelphia, the VA will incur additional expense and discomfort for the vet- 
erans in their efforts to maintain personal contact. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge you to take the necessary steps to maintain this VA 
district office in New York. 


Boston, MAss., August 22, 1951. 


To the Members of the Subcommittee of the House Erpenditures in the Erecutive 
Department Committee. 

GENTLEMEN: My name is Timothy J. Buckley, department service officer of 
the American Legion, Department of Massachusetts. 

I am attending these hearings as the representative of the department com- 
mander of the American Legion in Massachusetts, J. Leo Ash, who regrettably 
is unable to be personally present. 

As evidenced by the attached resolution unanimously adopted at the recent 
department convention of the American Legion at Holyoke, Mass., the legion- 
naires in Massachusetts numbering in excess of 90,000 have officially registered 
their opposition to the proposed recentralization of insurance and death claims 
in the district office at Philadelphia, Pa.,-by eliminating these services in the 
district office at Boston, Mass. 

Our opposition is predicated upon what we believe to be the indisputable fact, 
regardless of claims to the contrary, that the proposed consolidation will 
seriously impair, delay and dislocate service to veterans, widows, dependent 
children and dependent parents. Personal contact and accessibility of case 
folders so essential in perfecting claims and expediting action will be completely 
eliminated by the proposed undertaking. Reliance will necessarily be placed 
on the medium of correspondence with inevitable delay incident to such pro- 
cedure as manifest to all who have endeavored to secure reasonably expeditious 
action through such procedure. 

We feel certain that widows and their dependent children lacking financial 
reserves, will be forced to resort to local relief sources for assistance pending 
an adjudication under the proposed plan. It is fully expected that awards in 
death cases may not be made for from 6 to possibly 10 months longer if the 
planned consolidation is made effective. Greater delay may well be expected in 
such cases where some question concerning the martial status of the claimant 
is involved and an investigation thereof required. To force such claimants to 
have recourse to city or town assistance will not only serve to harass such 
claimants but impose as well on local committees, a financial burden that is 
essentially that of the Federal Government. 

We are not prepared for manifest reasons to dispute by statistical proof 
the claims as to savings to be effected by such consolidation. We do strongly 
recommend and urge that your committee analyze the accuracy and determine 
the validity of such claims, prior to making the proposed change in any event. 

Recentralization of death claims represents a complete reversal of the policy 
of Veterans’ Administration. At the insistence of the American Legion, such 
claims were decentralized to the regional offices early in 1989 and so remained 
until the establishment of the branch offices in 1946. Upon the abolition of such 
branch offices, 13 in number, these claims were located in the present district 
offices. The reason for such decentralization was to expedite service by Veterans’ 
Administration to those affected. If that reasoning was then sound, what basic 
change has taken place to render it presently unsound? We believe the logic 
for decentralization is now, if anything, more valid in view of the greater 
number of claims to be adjudicated. 
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The American Legion is not disposed to attempt to interfere with or dictate 
the procedures to be followed in administering veterans’ affairs. We do have 
an obligation and responsibility to recommend and urge the adoption of such 
procedures as in the light of our experience and best judgment will serve to 
simplify and expedite such service. Similarly, we are committed to oppose and 
protest against. the adoption of organizational changes which we believe will 
only serve to delay, hamper, and impair the quality and character of service 
the Congress is desirous that veterans and their dependents should receive. 
The proposed consolidation definitely falls into the latter category and for the 
American Legion in Massachusetts, I respectfully urge upon your committee 
that such action be taken as will be appropriate to the situation presented, to the 
end that existing services at their present locations be maintained and thus 
avoid the confusion, delay and dislocation that we believe will inevitably follow 
if the proposed consolidation is effected. 

TimorHy J. BUCKLEY, 
Department Service Officer, The American Legion, 
Department of Massachusetts. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Administrator for Veterans’ Affairs recently issued an order 
alling for the abolition of the insurance claims division of the Boston office 
of the Veterans’ Administration and the consolidation of said branch with 
those of four other districts to be located in the Philadelphia area; and 

Whereas the effect of this order will bring about great inconvenience and 
lack of first-hand information to the 350,000 persons having insurance accounts 
in the Boston district office and in addition thereto the loss of personal contact 
with those widows, dependent children, and dependent parents whose claims 
should be adjudicated in the Boston area; and 

Whereas the lack of personal contact with claimants will result in lengthy 
and involved correspondence, requiring hiring additional help, loss of time 
in supplying necessary documentary proof of death, marriage, birth, and pro- 
bate records so accessible under the present set-up; and 

Whereas any proposed saving by virtue of this consolidation, cannot offset 
4 service to the veteran and his dependents which Congress through the enact- 
ment of legislation and by resolution has decreed shall be granted to such 
persons; and 

Whereas efficient and humane administration of death claims can only be 
maintained by personal contact; and 

Whereas the Veterans’ Administration, following over 20 years of experience 
saw fit to decentralize the death claims work to the regional offices in order 
that humane handling of these claims should be accomplished ; and 

Whereas we in the American Legion are cognizant of the removal of more 
than 860 employees, 60 percent of whom are disabled veterans of World War I 
and World War II, or are wives and widows of veterans, resulting in the selling 
of homes, the removal from school and this day ever present inability to obtain 
proper housing in another highly industrialized and defense area: Therefore 
be it 

Resolved by the Department of Massachusetts, the American Legion, in con- 
vention assembled, in Holyoke, Mass., Demands that the order of the Veterans’ 
Administration in recentralizing death claims and abolishing district offices 
shall be rescinded; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the Honorable Harry §. 
Truman, President of the United States, and to the members of the Massa- 
chusetts congressional and senatorial delegation and to the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs, as well as to the commanders of all recognized veterans 
organizations in Massachusetts. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas Anthony D. Tieso, past department commander of the Disabled 
American Veterans of the world wars and past national executive commit- 
teeman of said organization, has requested consideration by the resolutions 
committee of the Department of Massachusetts in convention assembled, of the 
order recently received from Gen. Carl R. Gray, Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs, calling for the abolition of the district offices and the recentralization 
and the consolidation of said district offices in 4 districts in lieu of the 11 under 
the present organizational set-up; and 
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Whereas the effectuation of this order will bring about great hardship and 
suffering to the holders of national service life insurance and United States 
Government insurance policies and to the widows and orphans and dependent 
children and to the widows, orphans, dependent children and dependent fathers 
and mothers, who are beneficiaries of the Veterans’ Aministration; and 

Whereas the relatively infinitesimal amount of money, which will be saved 
by virtue of this consolidation will be offset a hundredfold by the increased cost 
of dispensing veteran insurance and compensation benefits to the insured bene- 
ficiaries and the widows, orphans and dependent parents of veterans of our 
wars; and 

Whereas the personal touch and personal contact, which now prevails between 
the widow and children of deceased veterans and the holders of insurance policies 
and the Veterans’ Administration will be abolished by this order, thereby 
causing said beneficiaries and said recipients of veteran benefits to resort to 
lengthy and involved correspondence with a distant office in Philadelphia; and 

Whereas the present district office system has been extremely efficacious from 
a humanitarian, as well as from an economic standpoint; and 

Whereas the proposed consolidation of the Boston district office, covering New 
England with the three other district offices in Richmond, New York, and Phila- 
delphia, at the Philadelphia office, will be destructive of the good morale, which 
now exists between the Veterans’ Administration and the numerous beneficiaries, 
for which it was created; and 

Whereas the proposed move will be uneconomic and inhumane and in contra- 
vention of the solemn obligations, Which we owe our more than 20 million veteran 
population ; and 

Whereas the present Korean affair has increased the scope and volume of 
activities of the Veterans’ Administration ; and 

Whereas Congress has authorized additional benefits for veterans of the 
Korean affair, thereby requiring the continuation of the present efficient service 
rendered to the veteran population ; and 

Whereas, at a time when the precarious international situation requires the 
expansion of our military forces and the probable utilization of such forces, for 
the preservation of peace in many areas throughout the entire world; and 

Whereas in the interests of our leadership as a world power, for the preserva- 
tion of peace, it is most essential and necessary that we maintain the solemn 
obligation and promises we have made to our veteran population, in order that 
the young men and women, who will shortly be called to military service may 
respect the integrity of such promises ; and 

Whereas efficient, ecenomic, humane administration would require the main- 
tenance of the present district office system and the substitution of a further 
decentralization, rather than recentralization; and 

Whereas more than 861 employees of the district office of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration will be affected by this transfer, more than 60 percent of whom are 
disabled veterans of World War I or II, or their wives and widows; and 

Whereas as a result of the order calling for abolition and recentralization of 
the district offices, it will require these disabled veteran employees and their 
wives and widows to sell their property, give up their homes, where they have 
resided the greater part of their lives and move to Philadelphia or lose their 
jobs; and 

Whereas the legality and validity of the proposed consolidation and recentrali- 
zation of the district offices in question is without legislative sanction by Con- 
cress; and 

Whereas the proposed consolidation savors of Hooverization; and 

Whereas Congress has repeatedly refused to sanction the Hoover recommenda- 
tions insofar as they relate to the Veterans’ Administration; and 

Whereas Congress has repeatedly set forth by legislative enactment its policy 
with reference to liberalized treatment to disabled veterans and their bene- 
liclaries ; and 

Whereas to economize, if it is economy, is in distinct contravention of all our 
previous promises and the fundamental policy to care for its veterans: There- 
fore be it 

Resolved by the Massachusetts Department of the Disabled American Veterans 
of the World Wars, in convention assembled in Boston this 28th day of July 
(951, That the order of the Veterans’ Administration in consolidating or re- 
ie ad or abolishing the district offices should be rescinded, and be it fur- 
tner 
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Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the Honorable Harry 8. 
Truman, President of the United States, and to the members of the Massachu- 
setts congressional and senatorial delegation and to the Administrator of Vet- 
erans’ Affairs, as well as to the commanders of all the recognized veterans’ or- 
ganizations in Massachusetts. 


Unanimously adopted by the convention assembled in Boston the 28th day of 
July 1951, and that the Department Commander-elect Timothy O'Neil and Past 
Department Commander Anthony D. Tieso were so instructed by the convention 
to carry out this mandate. 

Approved by department commander-elect : 
TimoruHy O’NEIL. 
Respectfully submitted. 

ANTHONY D. TIEso, 
Past Department Commander. 


STATEMENT BY CHARLES J. McCarty, REHABILITATION REPRESENTATIVE, THE 
AMERICAN LEGION, District OFFICE No. 1, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, Boston, 


MASS. 


As the American Legion representatives in this district office, we are solely 
interested in service to veterans and their dependents, and in anything that 
affects this service. 

This office is centrally located in New England and at the present time, approx- 
imately 90 percent of the claimants are within a short communting distance of 
this office, the longest distance to be covered being within 5 or 6 hours. In 
addition, we are able to contact our various representatives in New England 
States within 1 day by mail or within 5 minutes by telephone. Removal of the 
claims folders from this district office to Philadelphia will destroy all personal 
contacts with New England claimants. On account of the folders being here 
we have easy access to them, and when a claimant comes in we are able to obtain 
the folder, through power of attorney, and if there is any question we can go 
directly to the rating board or to the adjudication service for information in 
regard to the case, and in so doing are able to facilitate action on the case and 
do not require so many hearings on appeals. In addition to expediting action on 
the cases, the Veterans’ Administration is saved the time, labor, and expense of 
writing letters and having personal appeal hearings. 

In this office alone, in the past 6 months, through cases in which we have 
power of attorney, we have had approximately 1,800 personal contacts with 
claimants who have come to our office, and approximately 2,000 contacts with 
various persons in the Veterans’ Administration. We have been able to carry 
on the work in this manner because of the fact that the district office is located 
in the center of the veterans’ population and that the folders are available. It 
would be impossible for us to contine this service should the district office be 
transferred to Philadelphia, and as a result, the service given to the claimant 
by our office and by the Veterans’ Administration will be materially affected. 

National service life insurance which is handled at this district office is : 
contractual service between the veteran and the Federal Government, and the 
veteran is entitled to prompt and accurate service. At the present time, the 
veterans’ insurance folders and premium account cards are at this district 
office and information can be received, with proper authorization, within a very 
few minutes. Because of this fact, the insurance of many veterans has been 
saved on account of the speedy action that can be taken here. If these records 
are transferred, all insurance matters will have te be handled by correspondence, 
and from our experience with this type of handling, many insurance policies 
will be lost to veterans. 

It is our contention that the proposed transfer of the functions of this district 
office to Philadelphia will be a disservice to the veteran and his dependent, 
and in many cases will cause a distinct hardship. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
OFFICE OF THE MasoriIry LEADER, 
Washington, D. C., August 21, 1951. 


Hon. HENDERSON LANHAM, 
Committee on Expenditures, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


(Attention: Mr. Ralph B. Casey.) 

Deas RALPH: I am enclosing a letter I have received from Richard Abrams 
on behalf of the employees of the insurance service of the Boston district office 
of the Veterans’ Administration, with reference to the proposed transfer to 
Philadelphia. 

I shall appreciate it if you will read this letter and advise Congressman Lan- 
ham of its contents. 

With kind regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN W. McCorMack. 


BrooKiine 46, Mass., August 17, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMACK, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. McCormack: The principal contention of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion is that the consolidation of the Boston, New York, Richmond, and Philadel- 
phia district offices in Philadelphia is one of economy and, as such, merits serious 
consideration. However, an exhaustive examination of figures readily available 
at central office fails to reveal any economy in such proposed consolidation, and 
assuming but not conceding that there may be some economy involved, the dis- 
ruption of the services rendered to the veterans and their beneficiaries far offset 
any possible economy. 

We hereby submit a clear, concise and accurate statement which we contend 
completely disproves the allegation of economy. 

The primary savings alleged refer to the elimination of 292 positions with 
salaries involving more than $1,000,000 per year in the entire operation. The 
refutation of this statement is as follows: 

The table of organization for the insurance service alone of the Boston district 
office was 783 persons as of July 1, 1951. Actually only 753 positions were filled. 
A proposed table of organization to be effective October 1, 1951, was submitted 
to central office prior to the announcement of consolidation, but no action has 
been taken thereon. That proposed table of organization established a ceiling 
of 678 persons. This produced an elimination of 105 persons. The average salary 
on the rolls of the Boston district office, insurance division, is $3,278 per year. 
The elimination of the 105 positions produced a savings of $344,190. This, it 
should be noted refers to one office, namely, the Boston district office. The 
savings in the proposed Boston district office’s table of organization is in itself 
greater than the salary savings as indicated by the Administration in a press 
release as $326,000 for the Boston office. 

All of the above figures are available in the central office of the Administra- 
tion and a disclosure of the records will reveal the undisputed accuracy thereof. 

With reference to savings in the rental of the space involved in this office, it 
should be noted that the insurance division does not occupy the entire building 
and, therefore, only a portion of the rental of $175,000 per year will be saved, 
namely, three-eighths of that amount, based on the amount of space so occupied. 

With reference to the contention that the Atwater Kent Building in Phila- 
delphia is Government-owned and, therefore, rent free, it is self-apparent that 
there are other agencies in Philadelphia or the nearby vicinity which are paying 
rent for quarters and they could more easily move to the Atwater Kent Building 
and the same savings in rent would be accomplished without the disruption of 
an agency. 

Under the proposed consolidation all expenses of moving all personnel, their 
belongings and the VA equipment will be absorbed by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion. The expense involved here, although not of recurirng nature, is so vast 
as to offset any savings in the proposed consolidation for a number of years 
to come. 
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D. W. Dunn, movers, a reputable moying concern in the city of Boston, who 
have had considerable experience in moving Government employees have sub- 
mitted a figure of $285 to move the average four- to five-room apartment of fur- 
niture from Boston to Philadelphia. A survey conducted on August 7, 1951, 
revealed that the number of people in this office willing to transfer to Phila- 
delphia was 611. It is conceded that this figure may not be accurate. However, 
on the assumption that 50 percent of the employees will accept the transfer, 
the cost of moving the personnel and the belongings of the individuals will be 
nigh onto $250,000. There is the additional expense of the per diem allowance 
during travel for the individuals transferring; and the actual cost of fare of the 
individuals transferring, and the fact that salaries continue during the travel 
period. The total amount of money invelved in these three items, although not 
exactly capable of being determined, obviously is tremendous. There is an addi- 
tional item of which the employees are not able to even estimate-the cost of, 
pte he the moving of the office equipment, records and files from here to Phila- 

elphia. 

The Administration concedes that new and additional personnel have been, 
are, and will be recruited in Philadelphia to fill those vacancies which occur. 
A press release in the Philadelphia papers on August 14, 1951, disclosed 2,000 
clerical positions are being recruited. The training of new personnel takes 6 
months to 1 year, based on the particular work involved. However, keeping in 
mind the average salary of the employee and the approximate number of vacan- 
cies to be filled, the amount of money again rises to tremendous heights. Aside 
from the economy alleged and which is denied by the employees, as outlined 
above, it must be remembered that insurance is a contract bought and paid for 
by the veterans, and is not a gratuity. Accordingly, he is entitled to all the 
services associated with his insurance that are not inconsistent with practical 
business methods. This includes easy access to his records and information 
pertaining thereto. Common sense tells us that this can be accomplished only 
by -personal contact in spite of the availability of the nearest mail box. 

The regional office contact office, associated with the district office during the 
past fiscal year, had approximately 40,000 personal contacts relative to insurance 
problems. This represented 35 percent of the total number of personal contacts 
conducted by contact representatives on all subjects. These figures obviously 
do not include the insurance inquiries made and answered at the contaet counter 
as the records kept at that counter do not break inquiries down by subjects. 
During the past fiseal year there were approximately 135,400 counter contacts. 
Assuming the same ratio, it appears that considerably more than 40,000 indi- 
viduals made inquiry during the year relative to their insurance problems. The 
very fact of the extensive volume of contacts in connection with insurance mat- 
ters makes it apparent that insurance is not a matter to dispose of by mail and 
requires personalized attention. The volume also shows clearly that the oppor- 
tunity for contact service cannot be overemphasized. 

The records show that a certain amount of stability has been reached with 
reference to active accounts handled in this office and that they now total just 
under 315,000. There is no evidence to indicate that the volume of present 
accounts will depreciate in the near future so as to warrant any consolidation 
because of the lessening of the workload. 

Under recent legislation, veterans leaving the service are entitled to acquire 
new insurance within 90 days of termination of service. With the increase in 
the number of veterans due to the continued emergency, it again appears obvious 
that the volume of insurance will increase from month to month, based on the 
discharge of veterans in this area as the draft quotas increase, the casualties 
increase, and the discharge rate increases and the ratio of the work will in- 
crease proportionately. 

Since 1946 when the Boston office was activated the number of employees 
increased steadily as the workload increased, but as the work lessened repeated 
reductions in force have kept pace with the lessening of the work, so that, 
whereas, we had almost 2,000 employees in the Insurance Service we now have 
a little over 700. It is believed that other offices have undergone the same 
changes. However, central office of the Veterans’ Administration has not been 
consistent with respect to their personnel. It would be very interesting to see 
the actual figures as to the workload in central office during the period from 
1946 to date, and the present ratio of personnel to that workload. It is ironical 
for us here to see people that have been dropped from the rolls by virtue of 
reduction in force become employees in central office. If true economy is desired, 





CONSOLIDATION OF VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 231 


consolidation of the district office and regional office, under one head, would 
accomplish economy and efficiency in operation in one step, and, incidentally, 
realize the operation goal of the Veterans’ Administration. 

From the foregoing authentie and verifiable statement of facts, the only eon- 
clusion that can be drawn is that the consolidation of the Boston office in Phil- 
adelphia will not result in any economy, but on the contrary will prove to be 
more costly than allowing the district office to remain in operation. 

The matters of dislocation and uprooting of families from their natural places 
of residence, the economic hardship involved, and the interference with the 
satisfactory services to the veterans, their widows, and dependents to which 
they are entitled, have all been covered in a brochure which was left in your 
office on August 2, 1951, by a delegation from this office which was sent to Wash- 
ington to protest the consolidation. It is the belief of the employees in this 
office that a careful scrutiny of the records of the Administration will not sub- 
stantiate the allegations of economy as alleged, and that there is no evidence to 
warrant consolidation of the offices at Philadelphia. 

The original date of consolidation was scheduled for February 1952. How- 
ever, since protest has been made the date was advanced to November 1951; 
and on August 15, 1951, the date was advanced to September 10, 1951. It is 
presumed, and not unduly so, that the latest advance in date is an attempt to 
thwart the interest of the Members of Congress in the purpose and basis of the 
consolidation. 

Expeditious action is essential. 

Respectfully submitted. 


(Signed) Richard Abrams 
(Typed) R. ApramMs 
(On behalf of employees of the Insurance Service, Boston District Office). 


AMERICAN LEGION AUXILIARY, 
DEPARTMENT OF MASSACHUSETTS, INC., 
Boston 33, Mass., August 22, 1951. 
Mr. THOMAS FLEMING, 
Boston, Mass. 

Dear Mr. FLEMING: As president of the American Legion Auxiliary, Depart- 
ment of Massachusetts, representing 30,000 members, we are oppOsed to the 
transfer of the death claims and insurance division of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion to Philadelphia. 

We feel that this transfer would cause a long delay in the adjudication of the 
claims and as they are in Boston it gives the widows an opportunity to go in 
and discuss their problems with the Veterans’ Administration. 

We have always supported the American Legion in their stand for decentrali- 
zation of death claims to the regional offices. We also feel that the insurance 
division working with the death claim division should be together. 

We realize that the proposed transfer will work hardships on hundreds of 
families and further, we have many members of our organization who are em- 
ployed in these two divisions of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Trusting that everything possible will be done to prevent this proposed trans- 
fer, I am, 

Cordially yours, 
Lucy E. HAgseticn, 
Department President. 


DEPARTMENT OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
VETERANS OF ForREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
SERVICE BUREAU, 
Boston 8, Mass., August 21, 1951. 
Mr. THOMAS FLEMING, 
Assistant Chief Counsel for Special Committee Investigating the 
Veterans’ Administration, Boston, Mass. 

Dear Str: The Department of Massachusetts Veterans of Foreign Wars 
strongly protests the transfer and moving of district office No. 1 from Boston 
to Philadelphia. 

We feel that this movement of all insurance and death records will cause 
a great hardship on the veterans in the insurance work and dependent parents, 
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widows, and orphans of veterans in the death claims division. For a great 
many years prior to the establishment of a branch office in Boston, death claims 
were handled by the Boston regional office. This always proved a satisfactory 
arrangement due to the fact that the widows and dependents of departed vet- 
erans had a chance to appear before the rating boards and other units of the 
Veterans’ Administration, and they felt that there definitely was a more 
personal touch than could possibly be had if these cases were all handled in 
one central office in Philadelphia. 

We have found that since the set-up of the insurance division in Boston for 
the New England area that a great deal of the confusion that was in this 
department prior to the insurance claims being brought here was cleared up. 
The veteran could obtain full information in reference to his insurance on 
very short notice, whereby under the proposed new system they will all have 
to be done by communication, and where dates are a great problem we are 
thoroughly convinced that many of our veterans will undoubtedly either drop 
or lose their insurance which is so valuable to them. We feel that the first 
consideration should be given to whether this will provide a reasonable service 
to the veteran and his dependents which we feel that our Government is definitely 
responsible for. 

It has been stated that there will be a slight saving in the transfer to Phila- 
delphia. This we question, knowing the great expense the Government will 
be to in transferring all the records, the cost of space to handle this work in 
Philadelphia, the moving of employees, and other expenses. There is no ques- 
tion of a doubt but what a great deal of that saving could be made in Boston 
in the insurance department if and when the work warrants it. 

The veterans of this area certainly are becoming quite concerned about the 
attitude which seems to exist in our governmental set-up in Washington in so 
much economy with the Veterans’ Administration while billions are being spent 
taking care of the European countries. We certainly feel that this is false 
economy and not warranted. 

The space which will be vacated by the district office in Boston we under- 
stand will be of no saving whatsoever but additional space will have to be 
hired in Philadelphia for this move. We feel that a great injustice is being 
done to the more than 800 employes who have been with the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration for a great number of years being told on a 24-hour notice that they 
must decide whether or not they will resign their positions or move to the 
city of Philadelphia. We feel that this transfer of the district office should 
be reconsidered both on the question of the veteran, the dependents of the 
veteran, the question of finance, and injustice that is being done to the faithful 
employee of that division. 

We, the Veterans of Foreign Wars of Massachusetts, strongly protest this 
move and sincerely request that your report of the conditions here be favorable 
to retaining the district office No. 1 in Boston. 

Very truly yours, 
SAMUEL I. WILLISTON, 
Department Service Officer. 


Locat No. 945 or THE 
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES, 
VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION REGIONAL OFFICE, 
Boston, Mass., August 21, 1951. 


To: Investigating Committee, Boston, Mass. 
Attention: Mr. Fleming. 
Subject: Transfer of ofhces to Philadelphia. 

The officers and members of the National Federation of Federal Empolyees, 
local No. 945, employees of the Boston regional office of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, have gone on record as being opposed to the proposed transfer of both 
the employees of the regional office and the district office from Boston to Phila- 
delphia. 

In addition to the entire personnel of the district office, it will affect more than 
100 employees of the regional office. 

In view of the questionable savings in Government funds involved, it appears 
as an unwarranted hardship to the employees concerned. Many of the em- 
ployees who will be affected in this move have families and have purchased 
homes in this area. 
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In addition, the members of the union feel that an injustice will be done the 
veterans and their dependents whom we serve. 
We respectfully request that a recommendation be made by your committee 
that the district office move be canceled. 
JouHN J. Donovan, Acting President. 


Loca No, 945 or THE 
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES, 
August 21, 1951, 


To: Investigating Committee, Boston, Mass. 

Attention: Mr. Fleming. 

Subject: Legislative solution to the present district-office situation in the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

1. It is suggested and recommended that consideration be given by Congress 
to the advisability and feasibility of enacting immediate legislation prohibiting 
the recentralization or consolidation of the district offices of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration and their present functions, pending a study by a joint congressional 
committee, in conjunction with the Veterans’ Administration, as to the advis- 
ability and feasibility of decentralizing the present district offices and their 
functions to the regional-oftice level. If the same result can be accomplished by 
resolution, then it may be that a congressional resolution incorporating the above 
phraseology will suffice. 

Joun J. Donovan, Acting President. 


AMVETS 
OFFICE OF THE NATIONAL SERVICE OFFICER 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION REGIONAL OFFICE, 
Boston, Mass., August 21, 1951. 


To: Committee on Expenditures, House of Representatives. 
From AMVETS—American Veterans of World War II. 
Subject: Opposition to anticipated consolidation of VA district offices. 

We, the American Veterans of World War II, strongly oppose the contemplated 
consolidation of the Boston, Richmond, New York, and Philadelphia Veterans’ 
Administration district offices. At a recent department executive committee 
meeting of Massachusetts AMVETS, a resolution to this effect was passed with- 
out a dissenting vote. 

We are in favor of economy, but not at the expense of service to veterans. 

Recently Veterans’ Administration office officials, at a congressional committee 
hearing, admitted that in 1946 and 1947 the insurance service was in a complete 
state of confusion. Many records were lost; premiums paid were unaccounted 
for, and many veterans were informed that their national-service life insurance 
had lapsed because of nonpayment of premiums, when actually in many cases 
the premiums were paid in advance. The result was that many veterans dis- 
continued taking advantage of the low premium rates of national-service life 
insurance and purchased insurance from private insurance companies. This no 
doubt was due to the inexperienced personnel in the insurance service. We are 
sure that many Members of Congress will admit that within the past 3 or 4 
years the number of letters received from their constituents criticizing the insur- 
ance service of the Veterans’ Administration have decreased. This, we believe, 
is due to the tremendous educational program conducted by the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration to train their insurance personnel, 

We feel sure that if the consolidation is made conditions existing in 1946 and 
1947 will again prevail. At least 90 percent of the experienced personnel will 
not move to Philadelphia. 

Insurance is not a gratuity. The veteran pays monthly premiums on his in- 
surance contract and is therefore entitled to the best possible service, which he 
is now receiving. 

The Dependents and Beneficiaries Claims Division and the Dependents Pension 
Board should definitely not be centralized, but rather decentralized. Each 
Veterans’ Administration regional office should have jurisdiction over their own 
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cases. Experience has proven that many veterans’ dependents and beneficiaries 
are granted the benefits to which they are entitled by personally appearing be- 
fore these boards and giving testimony that would not otherwise be considered. 


. 


JEWISH WAR VETERANS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, NEW YORK, N. Y. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
Boston 8, Mass., August 20,1951. 

Dear Mr. Fremine: I, Edward A. Lieberman, national service officer of the 
Jewish War Veterans of the United States of America, have been connected with 
the Veterans’ Administration for a great many years and have been able to see 
many changes for the improvement of rendering service to the veterans and 
their dependents. 

This recent order from central office with regard to the consolidation of the 
district offices at Boston, New York, and Richmond, Va., to the city of Philadel- 
phia, would be a detriment to the fine service that is being rendered in this area 
to the veterans and their dependents. 

This move would delay the adjudication of the death claims. I well remember 
in the late thirties that it would take from 4 to 6 months for the adjudication of 
death claims, but since the estabiishment of a branch and then a district office, 
in this region, death claims have been adjudicated within 30 days. 

With regard to the Insurance Division, I feel that the present existence of the 
Insurance Division within the regional office is beneficial to all veterans who have 
problems with regard to their insurance. When my office is contacted by vet- 
erans with insurance problems, we can give these veterans or their dependents 
a satisfactory answer and adjustment within 48 hours, which has been the ex- 
perience of the writer. 

This move of the Insurance Division to Philadelphia will require a tremendous 
amount of letter writing and delay in obtaining satisfactory action on an insur- 
ance problem from the veterans in this area. 

I, as national service officer, feel that, with the delay in action on many death 
claims or insurance problems, it will mean that gripes by the veteran and his 
dependents will be made because of the inefficient and expeditious service being 
rendered by my office, which will be beyond my control because of the lengthy 
correspondence between my office and Philadelphia. 

Eventually, my department and national headquarters will call upon me for an 
answer for the delay in rendering service, which will eventually bring about 
unsatisfactory reaction toward the Veterans’ Administration, which is something 
that I do not want to see, as I have been very cooperative with the Veterans’ 
Administration and have always tried to minimize any gripe by the veterans 
whom I serve, against the Veterans’ Administration. 

I sincerely trust that this move will be rescinded and that the efficiency of 
both death claims and insurance claims will continue to be as efficient as it was 
in the past 5 years, 

We have an efficient organization handling these problems now. If this move 
takes place, you will lose the efficient help and have to train personnel, which 
will take a long time before they can function efficiently. 

Sincerely yours, 
Epwarp A, LIEBERMAN, 
National Service O ficer. 


[Telegram] 


New York, N. Y., August 8, 1951. 
Hon. HersErt H. LEHMAN, 
United States Senator, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C.: 

As you know, the Veterans’ Administration is planning to move its New York 
City office to Philadelphia. This decision will affect 1,500 New York residents 
who earn at least $5,000,000 annually and who will have to leave homes and 
families with the office to maintain their employment status. In addition, 
thousands of veterans in New York City and hundreds of thousands in the 
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metropolitan area will be deprived of direct access to records that are ex- 
tremely important to them and to their families. I will appreciate anything 
you can do to bring about reconsideration of the Veterans’ Administration’s 
decision to move. 
With very best wishes. 
Sincerely, 
Vincent R. IMPELLITTERI, 
Mayor, City of New York. 


[Telegram ] 


New York, N. Y., August 9, 1951. 
Hon. Herverr H. LEHMAN, 
New York, N.Y.: 

The New York County American Legion strongly protests the proposed clos- 
ing of Veterans’ Administration office at 346 Broadway, New York City. We 
urge you to contact Veterans’ Administrator Gray and have him rescind this 
proposal, 

Epwarp X. PEYTON, 
Commander, New York County American Legion. 


-- - oo 


THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
Bronx Country, 
DEPARTMENT OF NEW YORK, 
Brong 57, N. Y., August 16, 1951. 
Hon. Herrert H. LEHMAN, 
United States Senator, 
Washington, D. C. 

Drak SENATOR LEHMAN: Enclosed is a copy of the resolution adopted at the 
meeting of this county organization in session on August 7, 1951. 

As a representative of 10,000 veterans in Bronx County, I urge you to use 
your every influence to prevent this false economy measure from being accom- 
plished. 

The hundreds of thousands of widows and orphans of veterans in New York 
City would be deprived of ready access to their files when they are in need of 
benefits to which they are entitled, if such an economy were enacted. 

It seems to me that the vacant space at the regional office, 252 Seventh Avenue, 
New York, N. Y., could be very well utilized to accommodate the services which 
are proposed to be transferred to Philadelphia, Pa. 

It would also cause severe hardship to hundreds of veterans now employed 
in this office, since many of them will not be able to transfer their families 
because of housing shortages, others will be compelled to abandon educational 
benefits because of the necessity of moving to that city. 

The financial saving of consolidating Boston, New York, Rhiladelphia and 
other offices at Philadelphia does not appear to me to be sound economy since 
the available space in New York is still an expense. 

Under all the circumstances I feel that the consolidation should be abandoned, 
and if an economy is to be accomplished, it should be effected by consolidating 
the New York district office at 346 Broadway with the New York regional office 
at 252 Seventh Avenue, New York City. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN A. REAGAN, 
County Commander. 
AARON SCHER, 
County Adjutant. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Director of the Veterans’ Administration has announced that the 
New York district office at 346 Broadway, New York 13, N. Y., will be closed, 
and all personnel and records will be moved to Philadelphia, Pa.; and 

Whereas it was announced that insurance premium payments, etc., could be 
just as easily managed from Philadelphia as from New York, and that this 
would be a matter of great economy: and 
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Whereas no mention was made of the death claims handled by the district 
office, which constitute a great amount of our veterans’ cases in this area; 
and 

Whereas New York is a thickly veteran-populated area and any move to 
another State would inflict a great hardship on those doing business with 
the distriet office, not alone insurance cases but death claims, i. e., widows 
and children who are beneficiaries of deceased veterans; and 

Whereas the building now housing the Veterans’ Administration at 252 
Seventh Avenue, New York 1, N. Y., is sufficiently large in area to accommodate 
the various departments now at 346 Broadway and would be a matter of economy 
in building service and heat ; and 

Whereas no reasons offered for the moving of the district office to Philadelphia, 
economically or otherwise, could offset the hardship and confusion that can 
develop through such a move: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Bronx County American Legion, in regular meeting 
assembled, hereby protests most vigorously the moving of the New York district 
office No. 2 to Philadelphia and urges the consolidation of it with the New York 
regional office at 252 Seventh Avenue as a matter of economy and good business 
and a service to one and three-quarter million veterans in New York State; 
and be it further 

Resolwed, That a copy of this resolution be sent to Senator Ives, Senator 
Lehman, and all Congressmen from Bronx County. 


Joun A. REAGAN, 
County Commander. 
AARON SCHER, 
Dated: August 7, 1951. County Adjutant. 


Joint CoUNCIL WAR VETERANS ORGANIZATION OF Kinos Country, 
Brooklyn, N. Y., August 20, 1951. 
Senator Hersert H. LEHMAN, 
Senate Ofiice Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR LEHMAN: The enclosed resolution is submitted for your con- 
sideration. 

We respectfully ask you to make every effort to prevent the removal of this 
office, which is so vital in rendering personal assistance to the veterans of New 
York State. 

It will also work severe hardship on those employees who will lose their posi- 
tions, because they will find it impossible to move themselves and families to 
Philadelphia. 

Respectfully yours, 
Tuomas F. Ducan, Secretary. 
RESOLUTION 


The Joint Council War Veterans Organization of Kings County, comprising the 
United Spanish War Veterans, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States, 
American Legiqn, Disabled American Veterans, Jewish War Veterans, Catholic 
War Veterans, Army and Navy Union, U. 8. A., at its special meeting held in 
Borough Hall, Brooklyn, N. Y. on the 18th day of August 1951— 

Resolved, Whereas— 

1. The Veterans’ Administration district office at 346 Broadway, New York 
City, handles insurance and death claims for all of New York State and Puerto 
Rico, the veteran population of which is 1% million, 400,000 in Kings County 
alone; and 

2. The Veterans’ Administration intends to abolish the New York Office and 
set up a central office in Philadelphia to handle the business now conducted by 
(1) New York, (2) Boston (New England business), (3) Richmond, Va. (North 
Carolina, Virginia, West Virginia, Maryland, District of Columbia business), 
(4) Philadelphia (Pennsylvania, Delaware, New Jersey business) ; and 

3. The Veterans’ Administration claims that the closing of New York office will 
result in a $1,000,000 annual saving, $478,000 in salaries, $488,000 in rent, and 
the balance in communications, tabulating, and kindred activities; and 

4. The Veterans’ Administration states “Those employed in the Boston, New 
York, and Richmond offices will be given an opportunity to move to Philadelphia 
to work in the new office”; and 
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5. Continuing the employment of all present employees will not affect any 
saving in salaries; and 

6. The Veterans’ Adminstration claims that no hardship will result to veterans 
who will simply mail insurance premiums to Philadelphia instead of New York; 
and 

7. The rent at 346 Broadway, New York City ($230,000 actually or the Vet- 
erans’ Administration’s statement of $488,000) can be saved by operating the 
district office in the Veterans’ Administration’s own building at 252 Seventh 
Avenue, New York City, where ample space is now available; and 

8. The Veterans’ Administration was created to serve the veterans and their 
beneficiaries ; and 

9. The district office also handles death and disability claims which are better 
services when decentralized at district level, and enables disabled veterans and 
beneficiaries of deceased veterans to receive personal face-to-face service with its 
concomitant expedition and understanding; and 

10. It clearly appears that the removal of the New York office (a) will not 
effect any money saving, and (b) it will deprive a veteran population of 1% 
million of a good decentralized service intended by Congress and a grateful 
Nation ; we unanimously 

Resolve, That— 

1. We are in accord with the announced purpose of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tor to save the Government’s money and at the same time maintain service to 
veterans ; and 

2. His plan defeats his purpose ; and 

3. Our plan effectuates his purpose; and 

4. We therefore protest the proposal to abolish the New York district office 
because such action would not result in a money saving to the Government 
and because it would deprive many veterans and their beneficiaries of a valuable 
personal service now rendered by the New York office and which cannot be 
rendered them by a centralized Philadelphia office ; and 

5. We recommend that the New York City district office, at 346 Broadway, be 
consolidated with the regional office at 252 Seventh Avenue, New York City, 
which will result in (a@) a saving of rental expenses and ()) maintenance of 
present service to veterans, which is the announced purpose of the Veterans’ 
Administrator. 


THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
DEPARTMENT OF NEW YORK, 
New York, N. Y., August 3, 1951. 
Hon. HERBERT LEHMAN, . 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR LEHMAN: Under date of July 26, 1951, Carl R. Gray, Jr., 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, issued a release announcing plans for the 
consolidation of the Veterans Administration district offices now located in 
Boston, New York, Philadelphia, and Richmond, Va., into one area office to 
be located in Philadelphia. These offices handle the insurance and death-claim 
benefits. Mr. Gray stated that this move will result in an estimated savings 
of nearly two million dollars yearly. 

We earnestly request that the two United States Senators from New York, 
together with the State congressional delegation, follow the example of the 
Massachusetts delegation and investigate the claims made by Mr. Gray as they 
affect New York State. 

We believe that the figures as given out by Mr. Gray in his release as they 
relate to New York are erroneous and misleading. We are convinced that 
his plan will not bring about a saving by reason of the closing of the New York 
district office. 

In the release Mr. Gray states: “The savings resulting from the abolishment 
of the New York district office alone have been estimated at $1,000,000 a year. 
The figures include about $478,000 in salaries ; $488,000 in rent and maintenance, 
and the remainder in other items such as communications and tabulating 
activities.” 

Further in the release regarding personnel Mr. Gray makes this statement: 
“Those now employed in the three district offices (Boston, New York, Rich- 
mond) will be given the opportunity to move to Philadelphia to work in the 
new office. Any vacancies created by Veterans’ Administration employees not 
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desiring to transfer will be filled locally.” Judging from these two statements, 
it would appear as though he would save $478,000 on salaries in New York 
but spend that much in Philadelphia to replace them. 

Regarding the saving of $488,000 in rental, that, too, appears to be greatly 
exaggerated. First of all, the Veterans’ Administration occupies only a part 
of the building at 346 Broadway, or 180,000 square feet at a cost of $1.25 per 
square foot, or $230,000. This figure would be brought down further by de- 
ducting the cost of space to be used in Philadelphia. Whatever saving that 
might be made by moving to Philadelphia could be made right here in New 
York City by moving the district office to the Veterans’ Administration Building, 
now housing the New York regional office at 252 Seventh Avenue, where ample 
space is now available. Mr. Gray knows that 150,000 square feet was available 
in that building when he planned to move the activities of the Brooklyn regional 
office to the office several months back. It is still available. 

We believe, in fairness to all concerned, that Mr. Gray should make available 
the exact figures showing actual savings, if any, that will accrue if this consolida- 
tion is carried out. That figure should take into consideration the actual rental 
cost of the space now occupied at 346 Broadway; the cost of moving this enor- 
mous activity to Philadelphia; the cost of space in Philadelphia for this New 
York case load the cost of moving employees who would transfer to Philadelphia, 
and the cost of training new employees to take the place of those who would not 
make the change. Then deduct from that the saving that could be made by 
consolidating the activities of the New York district office at 346 Broadway with 
the activities of the New York regional office at 252 Seventh Avenue, where space 
is now available. We believe that the savings in dollars and cents for Uncle 
Sam, if any, will be greatly offset by the loss in employment for many with years 
of service in the Veterans’ Administration plus the loss of many employment 
opportunities in New York City, together with the disadvantage that Veterans’ 
Administration clients will have to endure in securing that which they are right- 
fully entitled to by reason of the fact that the office administering these benefits 
is to be located many miles away in another State and city. Mr. Gray pointed 
out in his release that the new district office will continue to be as near as the 
corner mail box for those paying their insurance premiums. For reasons known 
only to him, he makes no statement regarding the many problems confronting 
claimants and service officers which cannot be handled or adjudicated through 
the corner mail box. 

Since 1923 the American Legion, through national convention mandates, has 
been calling upon the Veterans’ Administration to decentralize the adjudication 
of death and insurance claims to regional offices. These resolutions have been 
consistently and repeatedly presented to the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs. 
in 1950 the American Legion Insurance Advisory Board, made up of leaders in 
the insurance field, went on record with the opinion that better service could 
be rendered policyholders and their beneficiaries if disability and death claims of 
United States Government life insurance and national-service life insurance were 
settled at the reigonal-office level, with centralization of premium payments and 
insurance underwriting. 

The Veterans’ Administration objection to our recommendation is that it would 
create an immediate need for additional personnel at the regional-office level. We 
believe that a further study would reverse that opinion in view of the manpower 
needed to handle these cases in either the present district offices or the area 
offices contemplated in the new plan. The most important consideration over- 
looked by the Veterans’ Administration is the difference in time required to ad- 
judicate an insurance or death claim in an office far removed which has to be 
done through the corner mail box as compared to the personal action that can 
be taken by all concerned in the regional office. That is a most important point 
that should be weighed when considering this matter. 

Hon. Edith Nourse Rogers, in an article published in the Congressional Record, 
July 30, 1951, under Extension of Remarks, stated: “Taking the district office 
from Boston (the same applies to New York) will be a great economic loss to 
that area, and give poorer service to veterans and their families and cause many 
to lose their jobs. The Veterans’ Administration was created to serve the vet- 
erans. Moving the office to Philadelphia will hurt that service.” 

Mr. Gray in his release stated that this move would be started in 6 months 
and completed in 18. It has been brought to our attention that the move has 
already been started. 
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¥our individual and collective efforts in behalf of the veterans and their 
dependents in New York State will be appreciated. 
Yours for the Legion, 


JOSEPH P. PICCIRILLO, 
Chairman, Department Rehabilitation Committee. 


Approved by: 
JoSEPH R. Hawn, 
° Department Commander, 


P. 8.—The enclosed resolution regarding this move was adopted at the Nassau 
County convention. It will be confirmed and adopted at the Department of 
New York convention scheduled to be held in New York City, August 9-10-11, 1951. 


THE AMERICAN L&GION, 
Mineola, N. Y., August 2, 1951. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Director of the Veterans’ Administration has announced that the 
New York district office at 346 Broadway, New York 13, N. Y., will be closed, 
and all personnel and records will be moved to Philadelphia, Pa.; and 

Whereas it was announced that insurance premium payments, etc., could be 
just as easily managed from Philadelphia as from New York, and that this would 
be a matter of great economy; and 

Whereas no mention was made of the death claims handled by the district 
office, which constitute a great amount of our veterans’ cases in this area; and 

Whereas New York is a thickly veteran populated area and any move to 
another State would inflict a great hardship on those doing business with the 
district office, not alone insurance cases but death claims, i.e., widows and chil- 
dren who are beneficiaries of deceased veterans; and 

Whereas the building now housing the Veterans’ Administration at 252 
Seventh Avenue, New York, N. Y., is sufficiently large in area to accommodate 
the various departments now at 346 Broadway and would be a matter of economy 
in building service and heat; and 

Whereas bo reasons offered for the moving of the district office to Philadelphia, 
economically or otherwise, could offset the hardship and confusion that can 
develop through such a move: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Nassau County American Legion, in regular meeting 
assembled, hereby protests most vigorously the moving of the New York district 
office No. 2 to Philadelphia and urges the consolidation of it with the New York 
regional office at 252 Seventh Avenue as a matter of economy and good business 
and a service to 1% million veterans in New York State. 

C. HowArD LARSEN, 
Chairman, Advisory Committee, the American Legion, County of Nassau. 


AveustT 24, 1951. 


Mr. Casey. On behalf of Senator Lehman I ask leave to insert into the record 
of these hearings the following communications emphatically protesting against 
the consolidation of the district offices of the Veterans Administration at Phila- 
delphia. 

Telegram from Hon. Vincent R. Impellitteri, mayor of the city of New York, 
dated August 8, 1951: 

Letter dated August 8, 1951, from Joseph R. Hawn, department commander, 
and Joseph P. Piccirillo, chairman of the department rehabilitation committee, 
of the American Legion, Department of New York, 31 Chambers Street, New 
York City. 

Telegram dated August 9, 1951, from Edward X. Peyton, commander of the 
New York County American Legion. 

Letter from John A. Reagan, county commander, and Aaron Scher, county 
adjutant, of the American Legion, Bronx County, Bronx Boro Hall, Bronx, N. Y. 

Letter from Thomas F. Dugan, secretary of the Joint Council War Veterans 
Organization of Kings County, Borough Hall, Brooklyn, N. Y., dated August 20, 
1951. 

Copy of joint resolution No. 96 introduced by Senator Ives for himself and 
Senators Lehman. Lodge, and Saltonstall in the Senate today. This is to the 
effect that the consolidation of the Veterans’ Administration district offices in 
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Philadelphia should not be carried out until the VA shall have submitted detailed 
figures indicating that substantial economies can be effected without impairing 
efficiency. 
THomMAs V. BRUNKARD, 
Executive Secretary to Senator Lehman. 


Facts SusMrirrep IN Support oF THE PROTESTATION REGARDING TRANSFER OF 
Boston Distrricr OFrFIce TO PHILADELPHIA 


1. Insurance collections as evidenced by attached report reflect average monthly 
deposits of $1,854,837.97 since the activation of the district office in Boston. 

Attention is directed to deposits for the first 7 months of calendar year 1951 
wherein moneys received exceed the average in amounts ranging from $55,029.07 
in April 1951 to $468,587.27 in January 1951. 

This fact in effect clearly demonstrates that if decentralization was in order 
upon activation of this office in March 1946, certainly the obligation of receipting 
and accounting for moneys representing insurance premiums is even greater 
at the present time. 

2. The approximate number of active accounts being serviced in Boston district 
office is 300,000. It is reasonable to assume that if the consolidation is effected 
upward of 1,500,000 accounts records will be housed in the Philadelphia office. 
Since the trend of the times calls for decentralization due to the unsettled world 
conditions, it can be imagined what chaos would result if the Philadelphia office 
ever became a military target. It would take years to reconstruct sufficient 
records to honor claims; in the meantime widows and children of deceased vet- 
erans would suffer many unnecessary hardships. (See news clipping, Washing- 
ton Post, Friday, August 21, 1951, indicating President Truman’s advice as to 
dispersal of defense agencies. ) 

3. In the event military necessity expands the Armed Forces, every member 
becomes a potential policy owner and could necessitate decentralization of in- 
surance records at some future time which would in turn result in considerable 
waste. 

4. Individual service to the veteran cannot be maintained in the same manner 
from Philadelphia as has been dispensed in the Boston office because confused 
and complex cases require personal contact with pertinent records available. 

5. Hardships resulting from this move involve many 100-percent disabled 
veterans, widows with children, career employees who have devoted the most 
fruitful and productive years of their lives to Government now find themselves 
given no consieration whatever but in effect an ultimatum of go to Philadelphia 
or resign. 

Two cases are given as a token example: Lewis Salins, fiscal clerk, GS-3, 
Army serial No. 31366133, 100 percent multiple sclerosis, wife and two children, 
impossible to transfer; Richard Kehoe, fiscal clerk, GS-3, Army serial No. 
20101126, 100 percent head wounds, silver plate necessary, two children, mort- 
gaged home, impossible to transfer. 

6. Any attempt on the part of the Veterans’ Administration to use efficient 
operation of the United States Government life insurance program in one 
central point as a basis on which to support contention that the national service 
life insurance program would be just as effective if localized in one given dis- 
trict is ridiculous when comparison is made between the total number of insur- 
ance policies issued in World War I (approximately 1,500,000) as opposed to 
World War II (approximately 21,000,000). 

7. The questions as to the reason for consolidation of regional and district 
functions were incorporated as VA centers in the Denver and St. Paul areas 
is worthy of consideration, and a study of the effectiveness of operation and 
economy could conceivably be considered in lieu of consolidation, 

8. Pending legislation in Congress relative to permitting veterans of both 
wars to obtain new insurance upon submission of satisfactory medical evidence 
is a factor which should be rightfully considered on a final determination before 
transfer of these offices. 

9. Experience in the Boston district office discloses that the Administration’s 
estimate that 95 percent of all business is conducted by mail is definitely not 
in order. Over the past 5 years active policies under premium-paying condi- 
tions exclusive of waivers and policies in force paid by deductions from dis- 
ability benefit payments fall into three categories; namely, those paid by the 
utilization of self-addressed envelope containing contractual information, ap- 
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proximately 80 percent; those paid by remittances contained in personal 
envelopes generally accompanied by forms requiring subsequent underwriting 
or correspondence action, approximately 10 percent; finally, those paid by direct 
contact with VA region offices and centers, approximately 10 percent. The 
third category of direct across-the-counter payments further can be broken 
down into two distinct types; those who make a practice to pay premiums in 
this manner, and those who go to these offices to get clarification of problems 
by direct contact with VA representatives. This is further substantiated else- 
where as evidenced by the number of personal contacts in the New England 
area. 

10. It is very obvious that information disseminated to employees concerning 
housing facilities is questionable as indicated by the attached letter received by 
one of the employees of the district office. 

11. The Geath claims service of the Boston district office of the Veterans’ 
Administration has over 84,000 cases of deceased veterans. 

It is estimated that there are approximately 20,000,000 veterans living today. 
The peak load of processing death cases by the Veterans’ Administration will 
not be reached for at least 15 years. Instead of decreasing, the case load will 
increase steadily for many years. 

With over 1,300,000 veterans in the New England States, the services to them 
and to their dependents upon the death of the veteran, would be drastically 
affected if the proposed merger of the Boston district with the Philadelphia office 
becomes effective. 

The efficient, economical, and highly satisfactory services rendered by the 
death claims service of the Boston district office in carrying out the laws of the 
Congress for the veteran and his dependents will be destroyed if the Boston 
office is consolidated with the Philadelphia district office. It is therefore in the 
best interests of Government that the Boston district office be retained in its 
present form by the Veterans’ Administration. 

12. With reference to the statement of the Deputy Administrator that 372 
positions would be abolished in the consolidation, with savings of $1,300,000, 
the Boston office alone had proposed a table of organization to be effective 
October 1, 1951, in which 105 positions would be abolished as compared to the 
July 1, 1951 table of organization. 

The average salary on the rolls of the Boston district office is $3,278 per year. 
The elimination of the 105 positions would produce a savings of $344,190. Simi- 
lar reductions in personnel in the other three district offices would result in saving 
in excess of the $1,300,000 alleged, without incurring any expense of moving either 
personnel or equipment and without any disruption of service. It should also 
be noted that the savings of $344,190 that could be effected in Boston alone is 
greater than that indicated in the Administration press release, which was 
stated to be $326,000. 

The proposed table of organization was referred to central office but no action 
was ever taken thereon. In view of the contradictory testimony of the Adminis- 
tration spokesmen including Mr. Crosson, manager of the Philadelphia district 
office, the alleged savings of $1,300,000 appears highly conjectural and illogical, 
and should not be accepted as factual, but rather as an arbitrary baseless state- 
ment. 

13. With reference to the alleged savings in the rental of the Boston district 
office, the insurance division does not occupy the entire building and, therefore, 
only a portion of the alleged rental of $150,000 would be saved; namely, three- 
eighths of that amount, based on the amount of space occupied. 

JOHN J. HARDING, 
EpWArD F, SPELLMAN, 
ArTHurR McCarrny, 
RICHARD ABRAMS, 
CLIFFORD COSTELLO. 





